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Current Topics. 


Illness on the Bench. 


BONUS RECORD. 


1891 36/- % per annum, compound. THE CONDITION of the Lord Chief Justice appears to have 
1896 38/- °%, slightly improved during the week, but we regret to see that the 


¥ Master of the Rolls is now kept from the Court of Appeal. Lord 


1901 38/- % 9 ” | Justice FARWELL has had to leave the Chancery Division and 

1906 58/- % ‘return to take his place. It has frequently been matter of 

1911 38/- % i observation that the number of the Judges does not make 
73 ” allowance for illness. . 





The Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1912, 


WHOLE LIFE ASSURANCE AT MINIMUM GOST UNDER AN ESTEEMED correspondent, whose letter is not intended for 


publication, takes us to task for our opinion, expressed in con- 
THE SOCIETY'S PERFECTED MAXIMUM TABLE. nection with the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1912, that the 
extension of the punishment of flogging was undesirable (see 
pp. 54, 155, ante). Our correspondent is interested, though not 
ALL CLASSES OF LIFE ASSURANCE AND officially, in the work of the National Vigilance Association, and 
ANNUITIES GRANTED. he assures us that the “fear of the lash” has already cleared 

|London of scores of persons engaged in the “ White Slave 
Traffic,” and has set free numbers of girls—probably hundreds. 
ESTATE Policies are granted at specially low rates || We are glad to give publicity to his objection, and, since he has 
————— for Non-Profit Assurances, and these are ||" Act of Parliament, passed by large majorities, and apparently 
DUTIES. particularly advantageous for the purpose |successful in its operation, on his side, he can afford to 
———————— of providing Death Duties and portions allow us the satisfaction of hoping that this mode of 
for younger children. punishment will not be permanent. It may terrify—and 


LOANS. These are granted in large or small with the evil in question, this is an important consideration ; 
———— amounts on Reversionary Interests of all || but it neither reforms the offender nor is it a wholesome element 


kinds and other approved Securities, and \in prison life. For the real traffickers, if the police ever get 
transactions will be completed with a || Bold of them, a lengthened period of industrial employment under 
minimum of delay. | stringent conditions would probably be an effective punishment, 

_and it is open to no objection. At present, so far as we have 
observed, the prosecutions under the Act have been confined to 
Heap Crrice: 10, FLEET ST., LONDON, E.C. the ordinary sordid cases, and neither the wealthy traflickers 
nor their agente have been touched. If they have left the country,, 
that is to the good. But with legislation of this kind there is a 
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danger that the public indignation may exhaust itself over the 
special punishment. The evil lies deeper and needs continuous 
effort, including great social reforms. We have no doubt that 
in this our correspondent would agree with us, and for the 
present, as we have said, he has the statute and current opinion 
on his sicle. 


Removal of County Court Actions to the High 
Court. 
By SECTION 26 of the County Courts Act, 1888, it is provided 
that any action commenced in the county court may be removed 


into the High Court “if the High Court or a judge thereof shall 


deem it desirable that the action or matter shall be tried in the 
High Court, and upon such terms as to payment of costs, giving 
security, or otherwise as the High Court or a judge thereof shall 
think fit to impose.” This section confers a wide discretion on 
the High Court, and in the case of Challis v. Watson (reported 
elsewhere) the defendant in a county court action sought for a 
removal on the ground that the same facts were about to be 
investigated in a High Court action. A motor-car and a taxi- 
cab had a collision. The motorcar owner sued the taxi-cab 
owner in the High Court. The taxi-cab driver sued the motor- 
ear owner in the county court. |The motor-car owner sought 
to remove the county court action, and the master allowed this 
on the terms of the costs not being increased ; but BAILHACHE, J., 
and the Divisional Court (LusH and Row art, L.JJ.) affirming 
him, refused to deprive the cab driver of the earlier trial which 
his county court remedy gave him, and there were considera- 
tions affecting the motor-car owner's financial position which 
assisted this result, At the same time it is an obvious defect 
in judicial arrangements when the same matter has to be the 
subject of different trials, and the procedure, either of the High 
Court or the county court, should have been equal to dealing 
with both cases promptly and together. The case points to the 
consoliclation of the High Court and the county courts, a 
matter which is probably only a question of time. 


A Landlord’s Liability for Escape of Water. 


THE DECISION of the Privy Council in Pickards v. Lothian 
(reported elsewhere) is in accordance with the setiled law as to 
the liability of a landlord of a house to the tenant of part of the 
premises in respect of an overflow of water, and it is singular 
that there should have been such diversity of judicial opinion ; 
singular also that so many appeals should have been possible in 
a matter involving a trifling sum of money. The defendant was 
the lessee of a building in Melbourne. The plaintiff was tenant 
under him of part of the second floor. On the fourth floor there 
was a lavatory with a fixed basin and the usual supply of water. 
The defendant employed a caretaker by day, whose business it 
was to see that the lavatory was in good order. One night, 
after the caretaker had gone, a stranger turned on the tap and 
stopped up all the outlets for the water, which overflowed and 
damaged the plaintiff's goods. The plaintiff claimed to be 
reimbursed by his landlord. The law under such circumstances 
is settled by Carstairs v. Tuylor (L. R. 6 Ex. 217), Ross v. Fedden 
(L. R.7 Q. B. 661), and Blake d Co. v. Woolf (1898, 2 Q. B. 
426). The only possible way of imposing liability on the land- 
lord is by bringing in the doctrine of Rylands v, Fletcher 
(L. R. 3 H.L. 330). The water brought on to the premises by the 
landlord is, it is said, a dangerous thing, and he must prevent 
the escape of it at his peril. But even Aylands v. Fletcher does 
not set upan absolute lability ; the defendant ean excuse him- 
self on the ground of vis major, and probably also on the ground 
of the interference of a stranger which he could not be expected 
to guard against ; and the Jocteins does not apply to water 
brought upon premises for the common use of the occupants. 
“ The plaintiffs,” said BRAMWELL, B., in Carstairs v. Taylor (supra), 
“must be taken to have consented to this collection of the water, 
which was for their benefit, and the defendant can only be 
liable if he was guilty of negligence.” In the present case tne 
Privy Council, in the judgment delivered by Lord Mouton, 
have affirmed this principle. It would be wholly unreasonable, 
it was said, to hold the landlord responsible for the consequences 
of the malicious acts of a stranger which he is powerless to 
prevent, when the provision of a supply of water by him was 


not only a reasonable act on his part but probably a duty. But 
on a point which appears quite clear, the Australian courts have 
shewn great difference of opinion. Originally the jury found 
‘a verdict of £150 for the plaintiff, and the judge entered 
| judgment accordingly. The Supreme Court of Victoria reversed 
this by a majority. The High Court of Australia, again by a 
majority, restored the original judgment. Under the circum- 
stances it is fortunate that the matter came over here to be 
put right. . 





| Trusts by Reference. 

A CURIOUS result of referential trusts is shewn by the decision 
of Farwet, L.J., in Re Beaumont (reported elsewhere). A 
| marriage settlement made in 1904 empowered the wife to with- 
| draw from the settlement any sum not exceeding £2,000, and to 
apply the same to her own use; and there was a covenant for 
| settlement of after-acquired property over £200. Subsequently 
the father of the wife made his will and gave her a share of his 
| residuary estate, but he directed that it was to be held _ the 
| same trusts and subject to the same powers as the funds com- 
| prised in her marriage settlement. Now it is easy to declare 
| trusts by reference, but this should never be done unless the 
operation of the reference is carefully traced out and its effect 
realized. The obvious course where trusts are so declared is to 
“re-write she words declaring such trusts, merely eubstituting 
the second fund or property for the first.” ‘This was the rule of 
construction laid down by MANNING, J., in the New South 
Wales Supreme Court in 7'rew v. Perpetual Trustee Co. (1895, A. C. 
264), but in that case the Privy Council held that the rule was 
subject to an exception. It was not to be applied where it 
would bave the effect of multiplying charges upon the trust 
estate, or trusts in the nature of charges. But the reason for this 
exception only exists where the original trust and the referential 
trust affect a single fund. If the funds are distinct, 
there seems to be no reason why the direction of the 
testator or settlor should not be literally obeyed. The referential 
trust is a species of shorthand, and when written in full, the 
trust repeats all the original provisions. In the present case, 
FarweE tl, L.J., sitting as a judge of first instance, held that this 
was the course to be followed, and hence the testator’s daughter 
was entitled to withdraw anything up to £2,000 from the funds 
settled by the will, in addition to the £2,000 she could with- 
draw from the settlement. Here it might be supposed the 
matter would stop. She could withdraw £2,000 from the 
settlement for her own use, and she could therefore withdraw 
£2,000 from the will for her own use. But no. There is the 
covenant for settlement of after-acquired property to be 
reckoned with. This, Fanwet, L.J., held, would catch the 
£2,000 immediately it left the will funds, and carry it into 
the settlement funds. There seems to be no way out of this, 
and apparently the testator could not have made ny bequest 
to his daughter in excess of £200 which would not have been 
caught by the covenant. In other words the referential trust 
was superfluous. The case is another warning against the 
insertion in settlements of the covenant in question without care- 
ful consideration. We took occasion recently (ante p. 223) to 
notice the inconvenience which it may cause, and we are 
inclined to think that the custom of inserting it is more 
honoured in the breach than in the observance. 


Unlawful Games. 


PROBABLY the law of England with regard to lawful or unlaw- 
ful games is not always appreciated or understood. It will 
hardly be believed that till 1845 it was illegal for any person to 
play at bowls, quoits, tennis, or several other games of skill in any 
public alley, court, or ground constructed for that purpose, and 
it was also illegal for any artificer, servant (and so on through 4 
long list of what may be compendiously called the working 
classes), to play at the above or a number of other games out of 
Christmas anywhere or in any place whatsoever. The object of 
these restrictions was not the suppression of vice, but the 
encouragement of archery ; and attention having been called to 
the change in the nature of the national defences, it was by the 
Gaming Act, 1845, enacted that games of skill, including cricket, 





tennis, quoits, and others, should thenceforth be lawful. But the 
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question rethains whether playing a game which may properly 
be described as a game of skill for money in places licensed for 
the sale of intoxicating liquors is “ gaming” within the meaning 
of the Licensing Acts. In several cases in the High Court con- 
victions for allowing “ten pins” and skittles to be played on 
licensed premises for money or money’s worth have been affirmed. 
At a recent licensing meeting in Surrey an inspector called 
attention to the prevalence of dart playing. There was no harm 
in the game, but it led to gaming and excessive drinking. As 
was said by WILLs, J., in Dyson v. Mason (22 Q. B. D. 356), 
“the Legislature have recognized that it is impossible to put 
down the practice of playing games for money. So far as 
regards the general public, that practice cannot be put down, but 
it is ancther matter when you come to deal with the class of 
licensed persons who have exceptional privileges. There are 
very good reasons for not allowing gaming to be carried on upon 
licensed premises. If games, whether of chance or skill, are 
allowed to be played fer money, the tendency is to encourage the 
spending of money in drink.” In a recent case of The King v. 
Burnett, tried at the Old Bailey, the question was whether a 
“partner whist drive ” was a game in which chance predominated 
over skill so as to make the game unlawful when played in a 
public room; and by a very singular refinement the pa‘tner 
element was held to change the game froma game of chance to 
a game of skill. 


The Legality of Betting Partnerships. 


MORE THAN one interesting point of law emerges from Mr- 
Justice AvoRyY’s decision in Brookman v. Mather (Times, 9th inst.) 
The case arose out of proceedings under Order 14, in which the 
plaintiff attempted to recover summarily the balance which he 
alleged to be due to him under a partnership between the defendant 
and himself. Leave to defend was given, and at the trial the 
defendant consented to judgment against himself for £93, subject 
to a point of law that the action was not maintainable in view of 
the Gaming Acts, 1845 and 1892. For it appeared that the 
partnership, in connection with which the court had taken an 
account, existed for the purpose of carrying on the business of 
betting! Our readers will recollect the famous highwayman 
case, quoted in Lindley on Partnership (7th edition, note to p. 
107), in which one highwayman brought an action for an account 
against another in respect of the trade which they carried on in 
common at Hounslow Heath. The parties to the present case 
and their legal advisers were more fortunate, however, than those 
jn that celebrated case, inasmuch as there the principals were 
both hanged and the solicitors punished for contempt of court ; 
whereas, in the case of the betting partnership, Mr. Justice AVORY 
found in favour of the plaintiff. This he did on the ground that 
not only is betting itself not illegal, but even carrying on the 
business of a bookmaker is not necessarily so. At common law the 
conduct of such a business was not punishable unless it amounted 
to a public nuisance. As the late Mr. Justice Cutty said in 
Thwai'es v. Coulthwaite (1906, 1 Ch. 10), “a man may make a 
single bet or many bets ; he may habitually bet ; he may carry 
on a betting or bookmaker’s business,” provided always that 
he does not offend against any of the statutes prohibiting certain 
particular methods of betting. And in the case of Partridge v. 
Mallandaine (1886, 18 Q. B. D. 276), it was decided that a book- 
waker carries on a lawful ‘‘ vocation” the profits of which he 
must return under Schedule D of the Income-tax Acts. So 
recently, indeed, as 1910, Lord Justice FLETCHER MOULTON, as 
he then was, went so far as to say, “A bet made in the street 
is not illegal, and, as such, has just as much and just as little 
validity as a transaction as any other bet”: Gordon v. Chief 
Commissioner of Metropolitan Police (1910, 2 K. B., at p. 1096). 
Indeed, prior to the Betting Act, 1853, “all kinds of betting, 
whether by professional bookmakers or by the public, were 
——v legal, no matter where the bets were made”: per Lord 

ustice A. L. SmitH in Powell v. Kempton Park Racecourse Co. 
eet, 2Q. B., at p. 269). Betting, therefore, is primd facie a 
awful business unless it offends against some provision either 
of the Betting Act, 1853, which was intended to suppress 
betting-houses and offices, or the Act of 1874, which hit at 
advertisements, or the Street Betting Act of 1906, and one or 


two minor statutes. Now here no evidence had been placed 
before the court to displace this presumption of legality, and 
hence the duty of the court was to take a partnership account ; 
at least, so Mr. Justice Avory held, 


Scope of the Gaming Acts. 


BUT ANOTHER series of considerations also arose and had to 
be disposed of before the court could give this assistance to the 
sookmaker-litigant. Granting that the business was carried on 
without breach of any statute and was therefore not illegal, the 
question at once arises whether moneys earned in such a business 
are recoverable in view of the well-known provisions in the 
Gaming Acts. Section 18 of the Gaming Act, 1845, enacts 
(inter alia) “that no suit shall be brought or maintained in any 
court of law or equity for recovering any sum of money or 
valuable thing alleged to be won upon any wager.” At first 
sight the profits of a betting partnership would seem of necessity 
to consist of “sums of money... . alleged to be won upon 
wager.” But it has long been held that this section does not 
affect subsidiary contracts relating to wagering; a man who 
makes bets for another and receives his winnings for him cannot 
fraudulently keep them; he must account to him in an action 
for money had and received: De Mattos v. Benjamin (63 L. J. 
Q. B. 248). For the statute only avoids wagers, it does not 
declare them illegal, and therefore contractual rights and duties 
incidental to wagering are not hit by the statute. Indeed, 
even a wager can sometimes be _ indirectly recovered 
notwithstanding the statute; for, if the winner threatens 
to get the loser posted at his club as a defaulter, and 
refrains from doing so in -return for a new promise to pay, 
such forbearance to exercise his rights is sufficient new considera- 
tion to make the new promise actionable : Hyams v. Stuart King 
(24 T. L. R. 675) and Goouson v. Baker (24 T. L. R. 338). But 
we have still to consider the Gaming Act of 1892, which enacts 
that: “ Any promise, express or implied, to pay any person any 
sum of money paid by him under or in respect of any contract 
or agreement rendered null and void by 8 & 9 Vict., c. 109 (the 
above-quoted section), or to pay any sum of money by way of 
commission, fee, reward, or otherwise in respect of any such 
contract, or of any services in relation thereto or in connec- 
tion therewith, shall be null and void, and no action sball be 
brought or maintained to recover any such sum of money.” 
At first sight, moneys due on a betting partnership account would 
seem to be due on a “ promise,” express or “implied,” “to pay 
any sum of money in connection with” a contract 
avoided by the Gaming Act, 1845. A person who settles the 
accounts of a friend who has lost at betting bas been held 
disentitled to claim an account for the same under this section: 
Tatam v. Reeve (1893, 1 Q. B. 44). And money lent to be 
used for wagering cannot be recovered: Chapman v. Brownlow 
(Times, January 12th). Now the balance due to a partner 
in a betting business must either be (1) the product 
of successful wagers, or (2) the equivalent of capital put 
in by the partner, i.c., money lent by him for betting, or (3) 
the equivalent of moneys paid by one partner in the settlement 
of the other's betting debts. It is not easy to see in what other 
form a credit item could appear in one partner’s account in the 
partnership book. But (1) is caught by the express words of 
the Gaming Act, 1845, s. 18; (2) is caught by Chapman v. 
Brownlow (supra) ; and (3) is caught by Tatam v. [eeve (supra). 
For these reasons it seems to us that the recoverability of the 
balance is more disputable that Mr. Justice AVORY ty, it 
to be, and we should be glad to see the opinion of the Court of 
Appeal taken upon the point. 


The Sale of Early Law Books. 

THE SALE by Messrs. SoTHEBY, WILKINSON & Honor, this 
week, of the collection of early law books made by the late 
Mr. Grorce Dunn, of Maidenhead, has resulted in the entire 
collection being purchased for £3,750 by Messrs. Sweet & 
MAXWELL, on behalf of Harvard University. The Harvard Law 
School has done so much for research into the origin of English 
law that it is impossible to grudge it this acquisition, but a 
perusal of the catalogue shews that an unusual number of early 
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editions of the leading authorities will be lost to this country. | official liquidators whose position is in most respects analogous, 
There is a MS. Bracton “finely written in law Latin in a neat | there is a decided difference between the point of view expressed by 
hand,” and two copies of the first printed edition (1569); a MS. | Mr. Justice WRIGHT in the case of Ke Raynes Park Golf Club, 
Britton (fourteenth century), and three early printed copies ; | (1899, 1. Q. B. 961), and that adopted in two recent cases deal- 











S| _ 


Brooke’s Abridgment (1576) ; numerous copies of Fitzherbert’s | ing in various aspects with the status of those officials. In the THI 
Natura Brevium and the Justice of Peace ; a first edition of | former case, which was an appeal by an official receiver in a Bar 
Glanville (1555) ; an illuminated MS. on vellum of Justinian’s | company liquidation from an order of a county court judge the 
Institutes of the thirteenth or fourteenth century ; six copies of | directing him to pay personally certain costs relating to a exe 
Kitchen’s Court Ieet and Court Baron from 1580 to 1598 ;| motion decided against him, the Divisional Court allowed the an 
several editions, including the first (1581), of Lambarde’s| appeal. They did so on the express ground that, asa matter Mo 
Eirenarcha or Office of the Justice of the Peace; numerous|of law, such a receiver cannot be made liable for any costs was 
copies of Littleton, commencing with one of 1496; numerous | incurred by him in the exercise of any powers he possesses atic 
copies of Magna Carta and other early statutes ; two copies of | under the Bankruptcy and Company Acts, except when he has eres 
Manwood’s Laws of the Forest (1592 and 1598) ; several copies | been guilty of misconduct (per WRIGHT, J., supra at p. 963). In al 
of Perkins’ Profitable Book (from 1528 onwards) ; numerous | other words, they took the view that a receiver who is acting aga 
copies of Saint German’s Dialogue between a Doctor of Divinity | intra vires ina matter in which he has locus standi to act at all, is of | 
and a Student in the Laws of England (from 1530); many MS. | not liable in costs, whether his duty is ministerial or merely is 
and printed copies of the early statutes; several copies of | discretionary, provided, of course, he is not guilty of mala jides an 
Staundford’s Pleas of the Crown, and some forty volumes of | or other misconduct. A very different view, however, has been exe 
Year Books. It was a term of the sale that these were all to be | taken by the Court of Appeal in the recent cases of te Tweddle ra 
offered as one lot in the first instance, and only separately, if the | & Co. (Limited) (1910, 2 K. B 697), and Ke Arthur Williams & bis 
reserve price was not reached. But, as stated above, the bidding | Co. (reported elsewhere). ba’ 
on behalf of Harvard takes the whole to the United States. hte Tweldle & Co. was the case of an official liquidator engaged she 
“Crimes Passionnels.” in winding-up a company, whereas Re Arthur Williams & Co, dev 
THE INDULGENCE of French jurors to those charged with mur- | WS the case of an official receiver acting in the bankruptcy of a all 
ders arising from the illicit relations of the sexes, is generally | Private firm ; but the Master of the Rolls, who delivered in each of 
believed to be the principal cause of tie alarming increase in the | ©48€ the leading judgment, expressly puts it that, so far as their adi 
number of these crimes. The number between 1896 and 1900 | Statutory duties coincide, there is no distinction as to liability the 
was 183, and between 1905 and 1910, 305. In the department between these officers. Now, in the former case, the facts were ha: 
of the Seine 62 persons were in 1910 accused of murders of these. A company was being wound up in @ county court, fou 
this description, and in January last they numbered | and the official receiver, who was acting as liquidator, made his 
13, or nearly at the rate of one in every twodays. Probably one | Teport in pursuance of his duty under section 8 (2) of Ac 
of the reasons for the acquitta's so often pronounced in cases of | the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890 (now repealed and un 
wilful homicide by jurors, is their repugnance to the punishments | re-enacted in sections 148 to 175 of the Companies 77 
of death or penal servitude for life, to which those who are con- | (Consolidation) Act, 1908), and therein alleged a fraud V. 
victed are liable. It has, therefore, been decided to bring a bill into | 984!"st certain persons whom he named. The judge made an ple 
the Chamber of Deputies, authorizing the judges in the cases to | Order for the public examination of the persons named; this ori 
which we have referred to impose a sentence of five years’ order was made, and the examination held, by virtue of sub- on 
imprisonment. It is believed that this diminution of punish- | 8¢ction 3 of the same section. After the public examination one tis 
ment may reconcile the jury to a verdict of guilty. Those | Of the parties examined applied for an order exculpating him of 
who are familiar with the administration of the criminal law in | from the charge of fraud ; his application was unsuccessfully att 
this country, will agree that the reminder of the judge, that } opposed by the liquidator, and the latter was ordered personally cle 
the jury upon a trial for murder may find the prisoner guilty | t© pay the costs, both of the public examination and of the ac 
of manslaughter, has occasionally restrained: them from pro- subsequent opposed application for exculpation. aft 
nouncing a verdict of “not guilty.” The Court of Appeal, affirming the Divisional Court, however, 
; - — distinguished between the two classes of costs, those of — report Bl 
° 9 oge ° . and examination on the one hand, and. those of the application 

The Liability of the Official Receiver on the other hand. In the former case the Seuitanen’ feed cast if 
for Costs upon bim a statutory duty to report and interfere ; this duty ga 
” was imperative ; therefore, in its discharge, however mistaken, be 
A branch of English law which remains somewhat vague | he could not be compelled to pay costs. As regards the en 
and undefined is that which is concerned with the legal position | application for exculpation, however, he had merely a locus standi th 
of persons charged with public duties which are not judicial in | to oppose it under the statute and not any duty to do so; in this als 
character, and, therefore, are not covered with that complete respect he stood on the same footing as any other persons el; 
immunity which attaches to the performance, however wrongly, | interested ; like them, he acted at his peril, and, if unsuccessful, de 
of a judicial duty. Sheriffs, constables, inspectors acting under | could be ordered by the judge in his discretion to pay the costs ad 
some Government Department, and official receivers and liquida- | of the proceedings. Moreover, his position is not that of a trustee, in 
tors are examples of the class to which we refer. Their powers | and, therefore, there is no principle which makes it wrong to sh 
are partly imperative and pertly merely mandatory ; their duties | award costs against him personally in the absence of misconduct. L 
are to some extené ministerial and to some extent discretionary. In the second case, Re Arthur Williams & Co., a receiving order br 
Sometimes the exercise of their powers and the performance of | had been made against a firm, and one partner had been adjudi- o 
their duties are protected so long as they act in good faith; in| cated a bankrupt upon his own admission. He alleged, upon fi 


other cases only when they act reasonably ; and in still another | affidavit, that another person was also a partner, and the official 
class of cases only when they act correctly—in other words, only | receiver applied unsuccessfully for an adjudication order against re 
when any private person is likewise protected in the exercise of | that supposititious partner ; he was ordered to pay, personally, bi 
his private rights. the costs of the successful respondent. This order the Court of w 
The precise boundaries which divide from one another these | Appeal held to be within the jurisdiction of the judge, since here A 
varying spheres is still largely a matter of doubt and speculation. | again the receiver, although possessing a locus standi to make vi 
Perhaps, on the whole, however, it may be said that the more| the application, was under no statutory duty to do so, and, e3 
recent tendency of our courts is to regard with increased jealousy | therefore, had no protection against liability to costs. The fi 
any attempt of a public official to shelter himself behind the | suggestions that a receiver is only liable personally when he acts ge 
protection of a statutory duty and to say that, in wrongly | (1) wlira vires or (2) mala fide were rejected by the court as m 
T 
m 


exercising it to the detriment of a subject, he ought not to be | unsound, and the Raynes Park Golf Club case (supra) was expressly 
penalized. Thus in connection with official receivers, or with | overruled. 
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The Statute of Limitations as Between 
Creditors and Executors. 


THE recent decision of WARRINGTON, J., in Re Samuel Blow, 
Bartholomew's Hospital v. Cambden (Times, 11th inst.) emphasizes 
the somewhat subtle distinction between claims against an 
executor for a devasiavit, and ordinary claims to an account in 
an administration action, and he dissents from a dictum of 
MovtTon, L.J., in Lacons vy. Warmoll (1907, 2 K. B. 350), which 
was intended to give a uniform operation to the rule of Jimit- 
ation introduced by section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888. A 
creditor of a deceased person, it was pointed out by Woop, 
V.C., in Thorne v. Kerr (2 K. & J., p. 65), can either claim 
against the estate of the deceased, and have satisfaction out 
of his assets, or, if the executor has committed a devastavit—that 
is, has made an improper application of the assets—the creditor 
can claim against the executor personally. In the former case, the 
executor cannot set up the Statute of Limitations as a protection 
in respect of assets which he has improperly paid away. In 
his accounts he has to charge himself with whatever assets 
have come to his hands, and he can only discharge bimself by 
shewing a proper payment. An improper payment is a 
devastavit, but in the process of accounting the executor cannot 
allege it as such and claim the benefit of the statute in respect 
of it. If, on the other hand, the creditor does not bring an 
administration action and obtain an order for accounts against 
the executor, but attacks him personally on the ground that he 
has wasted the estate, the result is different. The action is now 
founded on a tort to the creditor whereby he has suffered loss in 
his personal estate. ‘Lhe limitation prescribed by the Limitation 
Act, 1623, for an action of case applies, and the action is barred 
unless brought within six years of the devastavit being committed. 
“The question of the Statute of Limitations,” said ,Woop, 
V.C., in the case just referred to, “does not arise when the 
plaintiff is merely seeking to affect the personal estate of the 
original debtor in this course of devolution, and to take those 
assets, and those only, which are in the hands of his representa- 
tive, who has no defence for not treating them as the assets 
of the original debtor; but when the plaintiff is seeking to 
attach the estate of the representative for his default .. . his 
claim is one which at law would be simply the foundation of an 
action of devastavit, which cannot now be brought ”—that is, 
after the six years—“ being barred by the Statute of Limitations.” 

The statutory limitation on devastavit was applied in Re Gale, 
Blake v. Gale (22 Ch. D. 820), where real estate of a deceased 
person was subject to a mortgage, and the executors had 
distributed the personal estate without providing for the mort- 
gage debt. Interest on the mortgage debt was paid by the 
beneficiaries for twenty years, and then the mortgagees sued to 
enforce their security by foreclosure or sale, and they claimed 
that any deficiency should be made good by the executors. They 
also claimed administration. Bacon, V.C., rejected the direct 
claim against the executors because this was founded on 
devastavit, and was statute-barred ; but he allowed the claim to 
administration which, it would seem, should have resulted 
in payment to the mortgagees. But this the report does not 
shew. A claim founded on devastavit failed for the same reason in 
Lacons v. Warmoll (supra). A testator died in 1897. A creditor who 
brought the action in 1905 alleged that the executors had com- 
mitted a ‘devastavit in 1898 by handing over assets to a bene- 
ficiary. This was a claim solely on the devastavit and was barred. 

The distinction between derasfarit and administration as 
regards the Statute of Limitations was stated very clearly 
by Curry, J., in Re Hyatt, Bowles v. Hyatt (38 Ch. D. 609), 
where the circumstances were similar to those in Re Gale (supra). 
A mortgagor died in 1867; his executors, without making pro- 
vision for the morgage debt, applied the whole of the personal 
estate in payment to simple contract creditors and to bene- 
ficiaries, The interest on the mortgage was paid, but the mort- 
gaged property became an insufficient security, and in 1886 the 
mortgagees sued for an account of the testator’s personal estate. 
The surviving executor claimed that all wrongful payments 
made more than six years before action were devastavits, and that, 





since the remedy on them was barred, he was entitled to have such 
payments allowed tohim. But Curry, J., held that, as long as he 
was sued simply as executor, he could not set up his own wrong as a 
means of discharging himself. To defeat the claim at law he 
must plead plene administravit, and under such a plea he cannot 
allege his own devastavit ; and the result is the same in equity. 
Hence, in Re Hyatt, the executor’s attempt to set up the statute 
failed. But, as Cutty, J., observed, itis different when the 
action is founded on devastavit, “Tf,” he said, “it is necessary 
that the demand against the executor should be framed on the 
principle of devastavit, or if the creditor going out of his way 
chooses to sue him in that form, there is no question that he can 
plead the Statute of Limitations against the devas‘avit so 
charged.” 

Thus, a creditor is liable to be defeated by the statute if he 
frames his action on devastavit, but not if he sues for adminis- 
tration, and a substantive distinction, which is based on a mere 
difference of procedure appears tobe unjustifiable. But the learned 
judges who took part in the above cases were content to state 
the subtlety without criticizing it. In the recent case of Re 
Samuel Blow (supra) an attempt was made to give to 
executors ordered to account in administration the samo pro- 
tection under the Trustee Act, 1888, as they would have in 
devastavit under the Limitation Act, 1623, and it may be suggested 
that it should have succeeded. Under the Act, “trustee” 
includes executor, and section 8 (1) ()) provides that, if an action 
is brought against a trustee to recover money or other property, 
and is one to which no existing statute of limitations applies, 
the trustee “shall be entitled to the benefit of, and be at 
liberty to plead, the lapse of time as a bar to such action 
in the like manner and to the like extent as if the claim had 
been against him in an action of debt for money had and 
received.” Thus, in order that this limitation may apply, it is 
necessary (1) that the action shall be to recover money, and 
(2) that it shall not be subject to any existing limitation; that 
is, the intention of the statute is to protect trustees and 
executors against money claims in cases where they had 
previously the benefit of no statutory time limit. WARRING- 
TON, J., rejected the claim in the present case as not 
complying with the first requirement; it was not an action to 
recover money; while if he was wrong in that, and it was an 
action to recover money, he considered that the money to be 
recovered was the creditors’ debt, and this was subject to an 
ordinary statute of limitations. The claim was for rent reserved 
on a lease to which the twenty years limitation applies. 

With deference to the learned judge we should say that a 
creditor’s administration action is very clearly an action to 
recover money ; and that the plaintiff does not sue directly to 
recover his own debt, but he sues in order to render available 
| assets out of which his own and all other debts can be paid ; and 
| this is a proceeding in which the executor is as much entitled to 
the benefit of the statute as in any other case where the liability 
of a trustee“comes in question. In Lacons v. Warmoll (supra) the 
same question was raised, and though it wag not necessary to decide 
it, since the devastavit limit applied, Mouton, L.J., said :—‘I 
| ought to add that, as at present advised, I am of opinion that (at 
'all events, since the passing of the Trustee Act, 1888) the 
liability of an executor in respect of moneys honestly paid away 
by him, as in this case, is barred at the expiry of six years from 
the date of payment, whatever be the form of proceedings in 
which it is sought to enforce the liability.” This dictum was 
adopted by Evg, J., in Re Croyden (55 Soxicirors’ JOURNAL, 
632), where the claim was against an administrator who had 
made a payment to the wrong beneficiary more than six years 
before action, and it appears to be correct. WARRINGTON, J., 
distinguished Re Croyden on the ground that a creditor's claim is 
| different from a beneficiary’s. But is this so? In each the 
plaintiff seeks, by obtaining accounts in an administration action, 
| to make assets of the deceased available for his claim. It is 
well settled that while accounts against a trustee may have to 
| be carried back more than six years in order to shew the balance in 
his hands at the beginning of the six years, yet only that balance, 
and moneys received since, can be recovered ( How v.V interton, 1896, 
2 Ch. 626, C. A.); and it must be the same with accounts against 
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an executor. While these accounts are being taken it does not 
matter what the nature of the claim against the estate is. The 
object of the account is to render the deceased’s estate available 
for whatever claims there may be. When this has been done. it 
becomes relevant to inquire whether the particular claim is 
subject to any statutory limitation which prevents its ranking 
against the assets. jut the two things are’ distinct: the 
statutory limitation in favour of the executor which arises under 
the Trustee Act, 1888 ; and the statutory limitation in favour 
of the estate which may arise under the statute appropriate to 
the particular claim. 





Reviews. 


The Commercial Laws of the World. 

THe CommerciA Laws of THE Wortp: CoMPRISING THE 
MERCANTILE, BILLs or EXCHANGE, BANKRUPTCY AND MARITIME 
Laws oF ALL Civitizep Natioys; ToGETHER WITH Com- 
MENTARIES ON CiviL PROCEDURE, CONSTITUTION OF THE CouRTSs, 
AND Trape Customs. IN THE ORIGINAL LANGUAGES, INTER- 
LEAVED WITH AN ENGLISH TRANSLATION CONTRIBUTED BY 
Numerous EMIVENT SPECIALISTS OF ALL NATIONS. BRITISH 
Eprrion. Consulting Editor: Str THoomas Epwarp Scrutton, 
Judge of the King’s Bench Division. General Editor: Writ1aM 
BowsTEAD, Barrister-at-Law. Soutn America. Vow. III.: 
VENEZUELA AND Ecuapor. Translated by Epwarp S. Cox- 
Srvcuair, Barrister-at-Law. Vor. V.: Peru anp Bortvia. 
Translated by WynpHam Awnstis' Bewes, LL.D. (Lond.), 
sarrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). £2 2s. net each. 
These two volumes continue for South America the work of 

collecting in accessible form the commercial laws of the world. 
Venezuela declared herself independent of Spain in 181i, and shortly 
afterwards a movement commenced in favour of codifying the law. 
The first Commercial Code, however, was not promulgated till 1862, 
and this has been twice replaced, first in 1873 by a code which was 
drafted with reference to the Spanish Commercial Code of 1857, to 
that of Italy of 1865, and to the commercial law of England and 
Germany : and again in 1904, when the Code of 1873 was repealed, and 
anew one introduced embodying amendments and alterations,founded 
to a large extent on the later German and Italian codes, and on the 
recent French law of bankruptcy and insolvency. The country, 
therefore, has aimed at keeping its commercial law well up to date. 
The historical introduction to the part of Vol. III., from which this 
information is taken, is followed by an interesting survey of the 
commercial law, and an account of judicial procedure, and then 
comes the text of the Code in Spanish and English on parallel pages. 
Ecuador achieved independence at the beginning of the 19th cen- 
tury, but the first Commercial Code was not issued till 1882. This 
included the Maritime Code and the Code of Commercial Procedure, 
and was founded on the old Spanish law, and on the current French 
commercial law and the law of Chili. A new Code has recently been 
issued, containing improved regulations, with regard especially to 
joint stock companies and to the securicies issued by them. Peru 
had a Commercial Code in 1853 ; but this has been replaced by a 
new code—the date of which does not seem to be given— 
founded on the Spanish Code of Commerce of 1885, with 
such alterations as were necessary to adapt it to Peruvian 
mercantile customs, and with amendments founded on the Italian and 
Argentine Codes, and on particular Peruvian laws passed since the 
previous Code. These changes modernize the law on negotiable 
instruments and other matters. Bolivia had a commercial code in 
1834, but we gather that it was a failure. It has not been replaced. 
and it may be aftirmed, we read, without any exaggeration, that it is 
very little observed at the present time, “ or rather (its provisions) 
are only respected when it is impossible to have recourse to the 
general rules of contract, or to discuss in an action matters of com- 
merce as subject to the ordinary rules of civil procedure.” By a law 
of 1905 a commission to draw up a new code was to be appointed, 
but no serious attempt has been made to give effect to it. This 
collection of the law prevailing in South America will be very 
valuable to those who have business there. 





Chitty’s Statutes, 

Currry’s STATUTES OF PRactTicAL Utitity. ARRANGED IN ALPHA- 
BETICAL AND CHRONOLOGICAL OrpER. WitH Notes AND INDEXES. 
Tue Sixtu Epirion by W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at- 
Law. Vol. XIl.: “Ratmways” to “Roap.” Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

This volume of the new edition of Chitty’s Statutes includes the 
titles Railways, Refreshment House, Registration, Religious Wor- 
ship, Revenue, Riot, and Rivers Pollution. The leading statute under 





the first heading is the Railway Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 
including the important set of Baws (ss. 77 to 85) on the rights of 
railway companies in regard to minerals. he notes properly refer 
to Great Western Railway v. Bennett (L. R. 2 H. L. 27) as the 
leading authority on the construction of these clauses ; and this has 
now been usefully supplemented by //owley Park Coa! Co. v. London 
and Nor'h Western Railway Co. (1913, A. C. 11). The statutes 
also include the numerous Acts regulating traffic on railways, 
and dealing with the jurisdiction of the Railway Commissioners, 
The Regulation of Railways Act, 1868, so far as it deals with rail- 
way accounts, has been repealed by the Railway Companies (Accounts 
and Returns) Act,'1911,and this is noted under the text of the Act, but 
the Act of 1911 itself has been already printed in the Annual Statutes 
for 1911 and is not _— ated here. The scheme of republication may 
make this necessary, but it is singular for a volume published in 1913 
not to includea statute of 1911. The title Revenue commences with 
the Excise Management Act, 1827, and includes the Finance Act, 
1894, which has been usefully edited so as to shew the effect of the 
amending statutes, and also the Finance Act, 1910, printed without 
notes. The various parts of this last Act have been already printed 
with notes under the appropriate headings—Land, Intoxicating 
Liquors, Death Duties, &c. Under this heading the statutes of 1911 

the Revenue Act and Finance Act—have been included. The 
statute law as to Revenue is both difficult and important, and Mr. 
E. W. Lavington, Barrister-at-Law, has rendered valuable assistance 
in the preparation of the title. 

{Underhill’s Law of Trusts and Trustees ; Butterworth & Co. 
price 27s. 6d., and not 25s. as stated last week.] 


Books of the Week. 


Reference Work.—The Lawyer’s Manual of Reference, 5th 
Issue. By Max Ropertson, Barrister-at-Law. Wm. Green & 
Sons. 15s. net. 

French Law.—A History of French Private Law, By Jean 
Brissaup. Translated by Rapetse Howett, with Introductions 
by W. S. Hotpsworte#, Reader in English Law, St. John’s College, 
Oxford, and Joun H. Wicmore, Professor of Law, North-Western 
University. John Murray. 21s. 

Digest.—Mews’ Annual Digest of English Case Law, 1912. 
By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 15s. net. 

Current Law.—Law Magazine and Review. February, 1913. 
Jordan & Sons (Limited). 5s. 

Case and Comment. February, 1913. The Lawyer's Co-operative 
Publishing Co., Rochester, New York. 

Central Law Journal. 31st January. Central Law Journal Co., 
St. Louis. 

Commercial Law.—The Commercial Laws of the World. 
Vol. VI: South America, Chile and Paraguay. British Edition. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). £2 2s. net. 

Copyright.—The Law of Copyright. By J. B. Ricuarpson, 
M.A., LL.B. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 
6s. net. 

Money - Lending.-—-Grimstone’s Directory of Persons 
Registered to Lend Money under the Money-lenders Act, 1900, 
during the 34 years ending December, 1912. Alfred Grimstone. 
5s. net. 

Companies.—The Promotion and Flotation of Limited 
Companies. A lecture by Hersert W. Jorpan, F.I.D. 











Correspondence. 
Books and the Client. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—It is impossible not to appreciate the plea of Caesaromagus 
for sound advice to clients at all risks. As a matter of fact, however, 
the occasion upon which prompt decision is called for in a solicitor’s 
practice is the exception, and so he is generaliy able to dispense with 
reference to his books in the presence of his clier.t if he thinks it wise 
todo so. The doctor, on the other hand, is tested by the sudden 
emergency of accident, and yet he leaves his consulting room and its 
authorities and goes out on his round armed with no other equipment 
but that which his own intelligence affords. This is the attitude 
which is taken for granted in the medical profession, and, if public 
confidence is to be preserved, it is the only one that can safely be 
adopted in the legal profession. 

As a matter of fact, in a cultivated age like this, if a client wants 
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to know what the law books, or a patient what the medical books, 
say, he can consult them himself, or he thinks that he can. But that 
is not what he wants. He does not want to know what the books 
say; much less does he want to know what the practitioner says the 
books say. Rather, he wants access to the practitioner’s experience, 
and, if the practitioner has not had experience in the particular 
domain in which advice is sought, he shews it by referring to his 
books, and his advice is apt to be regarded as not the advice that was 
sought, and his prestige suffers in consequence. 

But there is a weightier reason that governs the question, and it is 
this. In every individual, knowledge of the natural iaws is assumed, 
for he is made to suffer for ignorance of them, Conformably, a like 
assumption operates against him in the case of the civil law, for 
ignorance is no answer to law-breaking. If, therefore, a knowledge 
so vast is assumed by the State as residing in every citizen, with 
how much more justification may it be assumed as residing in the 
profession! Manifestly, it is a ridiculous position for the practitioner 
to take up that what the public are held to know without training, 
he can know only by reference to his books, 
Doveias M. Gane. 
12, Great St. Helen’s, E.C., Feb. 10. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


SUMMERLEE IRON CO, (LIM.) v. FREELAND. 10th Feb. 


Workmen’s Compensation——‘‘Ir any Question Artises ’’—COMPENSA- 
Trion TENDERED ON ConvITION THAT WorRKMAN SiGNep Receipt 
DiscLAIMING ApMIssION oF Future Liaspitiry—‘‘ DuRATION’’ oF 
Incapaciry—R1cut To ARBITRATION WHERE NO RECORDABLE AGREE- 
MENT—WoRKMEN’S CoMPENSATION Act, 1906, s. 1 (3). 


{ miner employed by the appellant company at their colliery at Lau: 
hall sustained injury to his left eye in the course of his employment 
which totally incapacitated him. There was no question as to the 
amount which the company were to pay him, which was agreed at 
14s. 9d. a week on the basis of total incapacity, but when the employers 
tendered him compensation, they required him to sign a receipt for the 
payments to the effect that each payment involved no admission of 
liability to pay any compensation thereafter. The workman refused, 
and brought proceedings for arbitration. 

Held, that there was a question as to duration of compensation, and 
the proceedings were competent. 

Decision of Court of Session, Scotland; reported 49 Sc. LD. R. 841; 
5B. W. C. C. 598, affirmed. 

Appeal by the company from a judgment of the Second Division of 
the Court of Sessions (Lord Justice-Clerk, Lords Salvesen and Guthrie), 
which reversed, subject to the special case stated, an opinion of the 
Sheriff Substitute Shenman, at Hamilton. The workman’s injury by 
accident on the 13th of December, 1911, was admitted as causing him 
total incapacity by the employers on the 29th of December, 1911, and 
they tendered him 14s. 9d., which was agreed to be the maximum rate 
per week which he could claim under the Act. They required him, 
however, to sign a receipt for the money, which contained this sen- 
tence: “ At the firet or any subsequent payment liability is admitted 
only for the compensation to date of payment. Further liability, if 
any, will be determined week by week, when application for payment is 
made.’’ The workman refused to sign, and claimed an unqualified 
admission of liability, such as he could embody in a memorandum of 
agreement for record. This the employers-declined to give, and the 
workman thereupon commenced arbitration proceedings on the ground 
that a question had arisen as to duration of compensation within section 
1 (3) of the Act. The Sheriff-Substitute dismissed the appiication, but 
stated a case for the opinion of the court. The Court of Session held 
that the proceedings were competent. The company appealed. The 
respondents were not called on. 

Lord Hatpane, L.C., said he thought that the decision of the Second 
Division was right. The learned counsel for the company had relied on 
Payne v. Fortescue (57 Soricirors’ Journar, 80, 1912; 3 K. B. 346, 5 
B. W. C. C. 634)—a decision of the Court of Appeal in England, upon 
a question which presented eome analogy to the present case. He could 
not treat himself bound in deciding a case from Session by that decision 
of the Court of Appeal, which, while he thought it was rightly decided, 
contained some observations with which he did not find himeelf in agree- 
ment. He was of opinion that the question as to ‘duration’? which 
arose in this case was one which the respondent was entitled in presenti 
to have submitted to arbitration. For these reasons he moved that the 
appeal should be dismissed. 

Lords Hatspury and Kinnear agreed. 

Lord SHaw gave a judgment in which he arrived at the same con- 
clusion. Appeal dismissed with coste.—Covunset, for the appellante, 2. 


Munro, K.C. (of the Scots Bar), and Harold W. Beveridge; fer the 
respondent, A. Moncrieff, K.C., and J. C. Fenton (both of the Scots 
Soxicrtors, Be veridge, Greig, & Co. ; Deacon a: Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Bar). 


| Judicial Committee of the Privy 


Council. 


RICKARDS (since Deceased) (NOW REPRESENTED BY J. C. LERTE 
AND OTHERS) v». LOTHIAN. 2nd and 3rd Dec. ; 11th Feb. 


LANDLORD AND TeNANT—DAMAGEs Causep py Marictovs Act or Fruimp 

Party—OverrLow rrom LavatorY—Damace TO Derennant’s Goons 

FROM A CAUSE WHICH COULD NOT REASONABLY HAVE BEEN ANTICT- 
PATED. 

Tn an action for damages in respect of injury caused by an overflow 
from a lavatory basin on the floor above to the plaintiff's goods. 

Held, defendant not liable, as the plugging up of the waste pipe 
was the deliberate mischievous act of a third party, which could not 
reasonably have been foreseen, and was therefore not his duty to take 
special pre cautions to preve nt, 

The principle laid down in Lynch v. Nurdin (1 Q. B. 29) and con 
sidered in Cooke v. Midland and Great Western Railway of Ireland 
(53 Sonicrrors’ JourNAL, 319; 1909, A. C. 229) applied. 

Fletcher v. Rylands (L. R. 1 Fx. 265) distinguished. 


The appellants were the personal representatives of Henry Rickards, 
who was the defendant in an action for damages brought by the plain- 
tiff, the present respondent, against him in the Melbourne County 
Court, for damages occasioned to the stock-in-trade while he was 
tenant of the second floor of certain premises belonging to the defen- 
dant, by an overflow from a lavatory basin situated on an upper floor 
of the same premises. Special leave was granted to bring the appeal 
before the Privy Council, and at the conclusion of the arguments on 
the third of December judgment was reserved. 

Lord Mouton, who delivered the judgment of the Board, said that 
although the sum involved was not large, the legal questions raised 
by the case were of considerable importance, and the litigation had 
been characterised by remarkable differences of judicial opinion. 
Upon the finding of the jury, the judge at the trial directed judgment 
to be entered for the plaintiff for £156, the amount of the damages 
found by the jury. On appeal to the Supreme Court of Victoria 
that judgment was set aside and judgment entered for the defendant in 
accordance with the view of the majority of that court. That decision 
was reversed on appeal by the High Court of Australia, in accordance 
with the view of the majority of that court, and from that decision 
the defendant appealed to the Privy Council. His lordship then exam- 
ined the circumstances out of which the action arose. Very shortly thev 
were that on the fourth floor theré was a room, which was used by the 
defendant as a men's lavatory. The caretaker said, that when he 
left on the evening of the night of the overflow, the waste was clear 
and the tap turned off. The next morning it was found that the 
waste pipe had been plugged up with various articles such as nails, 
pen-holders and string and that a piece of soap had been jammed down. 
The plaintiff based his claim for damages on a breach of a warranty for 
quiet possession and said, and the jury so found, that although the 
mischief was actually caused by the act of some ill disposed person, 
yet that the defendant, as his landlord, was guilty of negligence in 
that he had not provided a reasonably sufficient escape in case of 
an overflow, and that there should have been a lead safe with a 
waste on the floor to safeguard against a stoppage in the waste pipe. 
His lordship then went on to say, that he thought the questions left 
to the jury were not happily framed. They were all directed to the 
question of negligence. The judge should have told them to decide 
if the act was maliciovs, and that then the defendant would not be 
answerable, unless he instigated it, which was not even suggested. 
The course the jury took was on the whole one directed by common 
They found a verdict upon the questions specifically put to 
them, and also said as a rider ‘ We are of opinion that this was the 
malicious act of some person.’’ Their lordships were of opinion that 
there was abundant evidence to support the view, that the plugging 
of the pipe was the malicious act of some person unknown. The only 
negligence which the jury found against the defendant was the 
omission, by him, to provide against accident by placing a lead 
safe under the lavatory; but such automatic devices, while security 
against accident or negligent user, were wholly inoperative against 
intentional and mischievous acts. His lordship then dealt with a 
great number of casee, and said that the plaintiff tried to bring 
the case in the Courts of Appeal within either one of two well-known 
types of action; namely (1) where it was held that it was the duty of 
the defendant to have foreseen the probability of such a malicious 
act and to have taken precautions against it, or (2) those in which 
the defendant could be made liable, apart from negligence on his 
part, on the principles which were usually associated with the well- 
known case of Fletcher v. Rylands (L. R. 1 Ex. 265). ‘‘ It would be,’’ 
concluded his lordship, ‘‘ wholly unreasonable to hold an occupier 
responsible for the consequences of such acta, which he is powerless 
to prevent, when the provision of the supply is not only a reason- 
able act, but probably a duty. Such a doctrine would for example, 


sense. 





make a householder liable for the consequences of an _ explosion, 
caused by a burglar breaking into his house during the night and 
leaving a gas tap open.’ On the above grounds their lordships 
were of opinion that the direction of the learned judge at the trial 
to the effect that “if the plugging up were a deliberately mischievous 
act, by some outsider, unless it were instigated by the defendant 
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himself, the defendant would not be responsible,” was correct in 
Jaw and that upon the finding of the jury that plugging up was the 
malicious act of some person, the judge ought to have directed judgment 
to be entered for the defendant. The appeal would be allowed, and 
judgment entered for the defendant with costs in all courts.- 
Counsen, for the appellants, Dickens, K.C., and Willoughby Williams ; 
BR A Levinsan, SoLicrrors, Wadeson a Malleson, Bartlett 
af Gluck fein 
[Reported by Ersktve Ret, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


GODDEN v. COWLIN. No. 1. 3rd and 5th Feb. 


Workmen’s Compensation—Averace Wrekty Earnincs—Seasonal 
Trape—TemPporary EMPLOYMENT 


1 cary nier’ earning were les in winte? than mn ummer owing 
fo the hortnesa of the hou and to the weathe; He emigrated lo 
(‘anada but returned to this country on a visit for the winter, i” 
fending fo go hack in fprif His old employer knowing the facta qaer 
him employment and after working for them for nine weeks he was 
mnpured 

fleld, that in aasessing ¢ ym pensation the county court judge might 
prope rly take the average of hia earning over the nine weel and dis 
regard the fact that workmen in the same trade could earn more m 
summer 


Workman's appeal from Bristol County Court The workman was 
1 carpenter regularly employed by the firm. In March, 1911, he went 
to Canada, where he decided to settle, finding that he could earn £5 
+ week In November, 1911, he returned to take out his wife, and 
hooked a paesage for the 17th of April, 1912. His old empl vere 
knowing the facts gave him temporary work during the period until 
he was to sail and while so employed he was injured and lost the 
sight of an eye In assessing compensation the judge found that eines 
his return the man had worked for nine weeks and that hie average 
weekly earnings during these weeks was £1 Ge. 6a. He therefore 
fixed the compensation at 14s. 9d. On behalf of the workman it wae 
contended that the nine weeks were the worst of the whole year and 
that in summer he could earn move, as the hours were longer and the 
weather better, he being employed out of doors and paid by the how 
and that the judge should bave taken an average over a whole year. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The learned judge has hekl that although 
the period of employment was only nine weeks it is not impracticable 
to compute the average weekly earnings, and he has taken the actual 
sum received during these weeks and divided by nine. In my opinion 
there is no error of law in this award. The employment was, and was 
known to be, of a temporary character, and I think that to give the 
appellant the benefit of the higher wages which a carpenter earns when 
the days are longer and to take an average over a full twelve monthe 
would not be reasonable, or at least, and it ie sufficient to say this. 
that it was not obligatory on him to do so. It was argued that the 
county court judge had no right to prophesy as to the future or to do 
anything except consider what was the appellant’s position on the 
day of the accident 3ut he was not an ordinary carpenter. He was 
employed in circumstances which prevented him from taking up that 
position. The county court judge did not base his finding upon any 
estimate of future earnings, but he was entitled to savy. ‘“‘ Here ie a 
man only temporarily in Great Britain filling up the time between his 
arrival from Canada and his return to Canada. Summer earnings are 
not in the contemplation of any one.”’ I do not think that the view 
which T have now expressed is in any way inconsistent with what I 
said in Perry v. Wright (1908, 1 K. B. 461) and in Barnett’s Case and 
Priestley’a Case decided to-day. Counset, Sankey, K.C.. and Shak« 
peare; Harold Morria Sottcirors, Ford d& Ford. for Wanshrough, 
Rohinson, Taulor, & Taylor, Bristol; Metcalfe d: Lefroy, Bristol. 

(Reported by F. Guranix Sartm, Barrister-at-Law.] 


COOK ». OWNERS OF THE SS. ‘‘MONTREAL.” No. 1. 29h Jan. 


Workmen's Compensation AcT—Acctpent ARISING OUT OF AND IN 
THE Course or EMPLOYMENT—TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT—REASON 
ABLE Factuitres For LANDING FROM Sure 


A steamship having arrived in dock was moored to a dolphin, a 
structure forming part of the dock premises, connected by hridqes and 
planks with the permanent dock, and not under the control of the 
shipowners in any way. A member of the crew. having been paid 
off, descended a ladder safely on to the dolphin, but fell into the 
dock in going from the dolphin on to the quay, and was drowned. 

Held, that the accident did not arise out of and in the course of 
the employment 


Appeal of the dependents of a deceased sailor from an award of 
the county court judge at Bow. The deceased was a trimmer on 
hoard the ss. Montreal, which arrived in the docks, and was ordered 
by the Port of London Authority to go to dolphin No. 4, a long 
floating stage attached to the quay by bridges. Having moored there, 
the crew received part of their pay, and were discharged, the balance 
being payable next day at the shipping offices, on production of each 
man's pay- sheet. The deceased man was the last to leave the ship, 
which he did by descending the ship’s ladder on to the dolphin. This 


he did safely, but on the way from the dolphin to the quay he fel] 
into the dock and was drowned. The county court judge held that 
the accident did not arise in the course of the employment. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., stated the facts, and proceeded. The dolphin 
was part of the dock premises, just as much as the quay itself, and 
in no way belonged to the shipowners. I am unable to draw any dis 
tinction between an accident which might have happened on the quay, 
or in the dock, or in crossing any of the bridges or railway lines jn 
the docks, and this accident on the dolphin. Probably the man met 
his death by following the track of a pipe instead of going ross 
the bridge. However that may be, it seems to me the liabil 
cannot extend longer than the time when the man arrived on 
dock premises. The authorities cited by the appellants do not in ar 
wav touch this present case In Gane v. Norton Hill Collis 1909 
2 K.B. 539) the collier on his way from work passed throug! 
door across some lines of rail where trucks passed, and there hy 
with an accident by reason of some shunting operations. We h 
there that the employment did not cease the moment the man got 
to the pit’s mouth; there must be a reasonable time and a reasonabl 
distance to which the protection is extended. So here the learned 
judge has held that the reasonable time and space were the time 
during which, and the space over which, he passed in order to get o1 
to the dolphin. In my opinion the view taken by the learned judg 
vas right; there was no misdirection in point of law, and this appeal 
must be dismissed with costs. 

Bucktey, L.J., who observed that the man’s employers had 
him proper facilities for landing, and that when he got on 
dolphin he had landed, and the employment was over, and 

Hamiton, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counser 
thinger; Sankey, K.C.. and Kingsbury. Sonicrrors, Alex 
Smith W. A. ¢ rump d> Non, 

[Reported by H. Laxarorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


i 


BARNETT ». PORT OF LONDON AUTHORITY. No. 1. 
21st Jan. ; 5th Feb. 
PRIESTLEY ». PORT OF LONDON AUTHORITY. No. 1. 
22nd Jan. ; Sth Feb. 
Workmen's Compensation Act—AVERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS—MeTHOp 
or Computatton—Casvat Dock LasouRER—GRADES—PREFERENTIAI 
(nam TO EmMpLoyMENT—STRIKEBREAKER—SCHEDULE I., 2 (a). 


(usual dock lahourers were divided by the Authority employing them 
info two classe 1) registered and supplied with an identificati 
ticket; (2) unregistered doth classes were paid at the same rate per 
hour, but the registered men were given the preference in the daily 
allotment of work, and were therefore able, as a rule, to put in more 
time at work and earn more than unregistered men. 

Held, by Buckley and Hamilton, L.JJ., Cozens-Hardy, M.R., di: 
senting, that these classes constituted two separate grades for th 
purpose of computing average weekly earnings for compensation. 

1 casual dock labourer employed during a long-continued strike of 
reqular labour was thereby enabled to obtain more work, and to e 
more than he would have done, had there heen no strike. 

Held, that this circumstance must be taken into consideration in 
computing his average weekly earnings for the pur pose of compel 
fion, 


These two cases, which the court treated as one in giving judgment, 
were both appeals of the respondents from awards made by Judg 
Smyly at the Bow County Court, and raised questions as to the method 
of compyting the average weekly earnings of the casual labourers 
employed in the respondents’ docks. Three classes of dock labourers 
are there employed—(1) men on the permanent staff who have regular 
employment ; (2) registered casual labourers, who are given an ident! 
fication ticket, known as a “‘B”’ ticket; and (3) extra casuals. The 
two latter classes are paid at the same rates, but ‘‘B’”’ ticket men are 
given the preference in applications for work, and can usually get 
four days’ work a week, and make 21s., while extra casuals cannot 
expect to get more than three days’ work, or to make more than 17s 
a week. Barnett was an able seaman, and had been working for some 
time as a ship’s painter and rigger, but there being a lack of suc! 
work at the docks, he applied, and was taken on as a casual dock 
labourer, without a “B” ticket. Having earned 4s. 4d. on the first 
day, he fractured his leg on the next, and commenced proceedings 
under the Act. The county court judge awarded compensation on the 
basis of average weekly earnings of 25s., being five days’ work at 5s 
a day, and held that “‘B’’ ticket men and extra casuals constituted 
not two grades, but one. Priestley was a cold-storage meat porter, who 
found himself thrown out of employment by the dock strike, and was 
taken on by the respondents as an extra casual. He worked from the 
5th of June to the 18th of June, when he met with an accident. Owing 
to the strike he was able to get work every day, instead of during © 
part of the week, and his earnings for the first week were 26s. 10d., 
an average of 5s. a day for each day employed. The county cour 
judge made this figure the basis of his award, and held that the 
applicant could not be treated as of the grade of the casual d 
labourer in normal times, but that his increased earning power during 
the strike must be taken into consideration. At the conclusion of th 
arguments the court took time for consideration. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., delivered judgment in agreement with the 
other members of the court in Priestley’s case, but dissenting from 
them in Barnett’s case. In the latter his lordship pointed out that 
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under the Act the arbitrator ‘‘ may,’’ not must, have regard to the 
earnings of persons in the same grade, and had to take other circum- 
stances, personal to the individual workman, into consideration. The 
county court judge had found that there was only one grade of casual 
labourers, and he agreed, and thought there was no misdirection. 


BaRNETI’s Case. 

Bucktey, L.J., said that, in his judgment, there had been mis 
direction in Barnett’s case, and it was wrong in law to say that all 
the casual labourers were in the same grade. The ‘‘ B”’ labourer had 
a ticket which entitled him to be called on before the extra casual 
labourer, who got no work until the former class was exhausted. That 
was a difference in grade. His lordship instanced as an analogy pre- 
ferential debts under section 209 of the Companies Consolidation Act, 
1908; the debt which was entitled to priority of payment might be 
described as not in the same grade as a debt which ranked for divi- 
dend after payment of the former in full. If the extra casual labourer 
so conducted himself as to acquire a registered ticket, and become a 
“B” labourer, he would change his grade. The award must be set 
aside, and the matter remitted to the county court judge, with costs to 
the appellants. 

Priestiey’s Case. 

Under Schedule I. 2 (a) the computation must be made in such 
manner as was best calculated to give the rate per week at which the 
workman was being remunerated. That must mean at the date of the 
accident, when he was receiving not an average, but a definite sum. 
The judge ought not to confine his attention to the less period referred 
to in 1 (b), but should extend it to a longer period, not necessarily 
twelve months, but such as fairly to reach an average. Where a man 
was employed in some trade where, for example, he had nine months’ 
work in the year, and none for the remaining three months, the average 
weekly earnings would be the same, whether the nine months before 
the accident included a blank period or not. Or, taking the case of 
an agricultural labourer, who earned much more than usual at harvest 
time for a period of about three weeks, a judge would not go wiong 
who took into account the average wages of that man during the rest 
of the year, or such less period as he thought fair. Here the work 
was that of a casual dock labourer, but it was not done under normal 
circumstances, but subject to an exceptionally dangerous risk. The 
abnormal circumstances arose from the fact that there was a dock 
strike, there was danger to life and limb to persons willing to work, 
but the absence of ordinary labour assured practically continuous 
employment to a person willing to accept the risk. Under these 
circumstances the proviso to 2 (a) did not arise, but even if it did, it 
was not applicable, because there were no persons to whom regard 
could be had, comparable with the applicant. The judge directed him 
self that the circumstances were wholly abnormal, and that, but for 
the accident, the applicant would have gone on earning 26s. 10d. a 
week as long as the strike lasted. As against the workman, he disre 
garded the double wage on the King’s birthday and the amount earned 
on an exceptionally long day, but he regarded in his favour the 
expectation of a large amount of work. Having regard to the uncer- 
tainty as to how long the strike would continue, the learned judge 
had not misdirected himself at all, and his award must stand, and 
the appeal be dismissed with costs. 

Hamitton, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, C. DB. 
Marriott; D. Ward, Blackwell. Souicrrors, Port of London Authority 
Solicitor; Walter H. Cowl; W. B. Blackwell & Co. 


[Reported by H. Lancrorp Liwis, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re T. @. BEAUMONT, Deceased. Ae THE TRUSTS OF AN INDENTURE 
OF THE 29th OF APRIL, 1904. BEAUMONT-NESBITT AND 
OTHERS v. PACKER AND ANOTHER. Farwell, L.J. (sitting as an 
additional Judge of the Chancery Division), 31st Jan. 


Wiutt—SerrLeEMENT—ConstTRucrion—T rust or SEPARATE FuND CREATED 
By THE Witt By REFERENCE TO TRUSTS OF THE SETTLEMENT—AFTER- 
ACQUIRED Property CLAUSE IN SETTLEMENT—CLAUSE IN SETTLEMEN' 
Enastinc Wire to Raise A Limirep AMOUNT FOR HER SEPARATE USE 
By APPOINTMENT—SIMILAR Amount Ratsep FROM Witt Funp Is 
Caucur By AFTER-ACQUIRED Property CLAUSE. 

A trust of a fund bequeathed by will declared by reference to the 
trusts of a marriage settlement, there be ing separate grantors, separate 
instruments, and separate trustees, creates a separate settlement in 
the same manner as if the trusts of the marriage settlement had been 
rewritten word for word, and does not operate to create an accretion 
to the original settlement funds whereby both funds would be 
administered as one blended fund. Accordingly, where under the 
marriage settlement a wife tad powers to raise by appointment a sum 
not exceeding £2,000 for her sole and separate use out of the settlement 
funds, she had also power to raise a similar sum for a similar purpose 
out of the will fund; but this sum, when raised, if it exceeded £200, 
would immediately be caught by the after-acquired property clause 
im the settlement. 


This was a summons to determine questions arising as to trusts 
declared in a will by reference to a marriage settlement. The settle- 


ment was dated the 29th of April, 1904, and the two material clauses of 
it were the clause whereby the wife was empowered to raise by appoint- 
ment out of the trust fund any sum not exceeding in the whole the sum 
of £2,000, and to pay the same to herself for her sole and separate use, 
and the clause which contained a covenant to settle after-acquired 
property of £200 and upwards with the usual exceptions. Three years 
after the date of the settlement the wife’s father, George Thomas 
Beaumont, made his will, dated the 6th of April, 1907, whereby he 
appointed trustees, and after a trust for sale bequeathed his residue 


| in trifst for his four children equally, and continued : But as regards 
' the share of each daughter of mine, subject to the provisions hereinafter 


declared (that is to say), my trustees shall hold the shares of the 
residue of my estate which my daughters take under this my will 
upon the same trusts and with and subject to the same powers, includ- 
ing the powers of investment, as are in their respective marriage 
settlements contained with respect to the funds thereby settled. The 
testator died on the 15th of April, 1908, and now the two questions had 
arisen, one whether his daughter, Mabel Packer, could raise a second 
sum of £2,000 or lees out of the will funds, and, secondly, whether, if 
she could raise such a second sum, that sum would not be caught by the 
covenant to settle after-acquired property in the settlement. There was no 
case directly in point ; nearly all the cases of trusts declared by reference 
were cases of one grantor and one set of trustees. Counsel for the wife 
contended that here there was a separate grantor, separate funds, and 
separate sets of trustees, and this was clearly a case where the canon 
of construction laid down by Manning, J. (of New South Wales), in 
the case of 7'rew v. Perpetual Trustee Compiny d& Others (1895, 
A. C. 264) applied. He referred to the cases of Hindle v. Taylor (5 
De G. M. & G. 577), Hustace v. Robinson (7 L. R. Ir. 8), Cooper v. 
Macdonald (L. R. 16 Eq. 218), and Re Walpole Marriage Settle- 
ment ; Thomson vy. Walpole (1903, 1 Ch. 929). Counsel for the infant 
daughter of the marriage contended that this second fund bequeathed 
by the will upon the trusts of the marriage settlement should be 
applied as an accretion to the first fund, and the two should then be 
administered as a blended fund, and he referred to the case of Baskett 
v. Lodge (1856, 23 Bevan, 138) where there were different settlors of two 
funds, the latter being bequeathed on the trusts of the former by refei 
ence to those truets. He further contended that, even if the lady was 
entitled to raise this second sum of not more than £2,000, such sum, 
if it exceeded £200, would, immediately on its being raised, be caught 
by the covenant to settle after-acquired property contained in the 
settlement. 

Farwe.i, L.J., after stating the facts, said: None of the cascs 
cited before me in argument to-day is exactly like the present case, 
[n the first group of three cases there is only one fund, one document, 
ind one set of trustees. They are not cases of a gift with powers of 
charging, etc., followed by another gift of other property on the same 
trusts. In such cases there could be no question of multiplying charges 
upon the trust estate or trusts in the nature of charges. The case 
before Lord Selborne (Cooper v. Macdonald, supra) is even stronger 
than 7'rew’s case. The first question I have to decide is whether thie 
provision in the will of the Rev. Thomas George Beaumont amounts 
to the creation of a new settlement, to be written out word for word 
by reference to the old settlement, or does it merely amount to the 
creation of a fund which is to be an accretion to the old settlement. 
Iu my opinion this provision amounts to the creation of a new settle- 
ment. I have come to the conclusion, not without difficulty, that this 
is a case to which the canon of construction laid down by Manning, ba 
of New South Wales), in the case of 7'rew v. Perpetual Trustee Co. 
(supra) applies. That canon of gonstruction is that, where there is a 
trust by reference, “the only safe course to adopt is to re-write 
the words declaring such trusts, merely substituting the eecond fund 
x property for the first.” See also Hindle v. Taylor (1855, 5 
De G. M. G. 577, at p. 592). So far, as I have said, the cases have all 
been cases of one testator, one will, and one get of trustees, 
but there is one other case which has been cited to me. It 
is the case of Baskett v. Lodge (1856, 23 Bevan, 139). This case 
is distinguishable from al] the otlers in that it is a case of the 
creation of a new trust by another grantor by reference to 
the old trust. I have come to the conclusion that Mre. Packer 
has the power to appoint any sum not exceeding £2,000 from what 
[ will call the will fund in the same manner as she has the power 
to appoint any sum not exceeding £2,000 from the settlement fund 
That disposes of the first point. The next question is, if she did 
make any appointment under the latter settlement created by the will 
in respect of this latter £2,000, would such appointed eum be caught 
by the settlement. It is not contended that any sum appointed in 
excess Of £200, and not exceeding £2,000, in accordance with the 
provisions of clause 9 of the settlement thereof could possibly be 
caught by the covenant to settle afteracquired property contained in 
clause 11 of the same settlement, but it is contended, and I think 
rightly, that different considerations arise with regard to any appoint 
ment which may be made of any sum of more than the £200 and less 
than £2,000 which according to my decision above may be appointed 
out of the will fund. Lord Hobhouse said in Trew’s case the canon 
of construction of Manning, J., must not be accepted in any case 
which would give to it the general effect of multiplying charges. We 
have to look at the will to see exactly what the bequest by reference 
is. There we see that the property is given ‘‘upon the same trusts 
and with’ and subject to the same powers”’ as are in the settlement 
contained. Now, the covenant to settle after-acquired property is 





_— a trust nor a power. The will only incorporates all the trusts 
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and powers. I accordingly hold that if Mre. Packer does exercise 
her power of appointment in respect of this second sum of £2,000 
arising under the will trusts, the sum so appointed will be caught 
by the covenant to settle after-acquired property. —CounseL, Johnstone 
Edwards; Deighton M. Pollock; Devonshire. Soricitors, lake, 
Haseltine, Child, & Crailsheim. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LAYE. Eve, J. 6th Feb. 


Witt — Conprrion — Forrerrure — Lire INTEREST LIQUIDATION BY 
ARRANGEMENT OR CoMPoOSITION—BECOME PAYABLE TO SOME OTHER 
Person—REcEIVING ORDER—-SCHEME OF ARRANGEMENT— DISCHARGE 
or Recervinc ORDER. 


A testator bequeathed the income of a fund upon trust for his son for 
life, or until he should become bankrupt or have his affairs liquidated by 
urrangement or composition, or should do anything whereby the income 
should, if absolutely belonging to him, become payable to some other 
person, with a gift over in that event. The son committed an act of 
hankruptcy, upon which a receiving order was made. Subsequently a 
acheme of arrangement was accepted by the creditors, and the receiving 
order discharged. 

Held, that there was a forfeiture, and that the gift over took effect. 

Re Sartoris (1892, 1 Ch. 11) applied. 


This was an adjourned summons asking whether, in the events which 
had happened, the life interest of Arthur Laye under the will of his 
father had been forfeited. The testator, who died on the 28th of 
September, 1883, by his will dated the 29th of January, 1880, devised 
and bequeathed his real and personal estate to trustees upon trust after 
the death of his widow to pay the income of his residuary estate to 
his son, Arthur Laye, until he should die or be outlawed or become a 
bankrupt, or have his affairs liquidated by arrangement or composition, 
or should assign, charge or incumber or attempt to assign, charge or 
incumber the income, or should do something whereby the same would 
through his act or default, or by operation of law or otherwise if belong 
ing absolutely to him become payable to some other person, with a gift 
over on the happening of any such event. On the 23rd of October, 
1911, Arthur Laye committed an act of bankruptcy upon which a re 
ceiving order was made on the 24th of December, 1911. Subsequently 
a scheme of arrangement was accepted by the creditors, and, being 
approved by the court, the receiving order was discharged. The prin 
cipal case referred to in the arguments was /?e Sartoris (1892, 1 Ch. 11). 

Eve, J.—The question is whether the events which have happened 
have worked a forfeiture of the life interest of Arthur Laye under 
the will of the testator. I think, having regard to one of the conten 
tions raised on behalf of the plaintiffs, it is neceesary to draw attention 
to the fact that the will was dated the 29th of January, 1880, and that 
the testator died in September, 1883. At the date of his will, but not 
at the date of his death, the Bankruptcy Act of 1869 was in operation. 
By his will he devised and bequeathed his real and personal estate to 
trustees upon trust after the death of his widow to pay the income of 
his residuary estate to Arthur Laye until he should become bankrupt o1 
have his affairs liquidated by arrangement or composition, or ‘should 
do something whereby the income, if belonging to him absolutely, should 
become payable to some other person. On the 23rd of October, 1911 
Arthur Laye committed an act of bankruptcy, upon which a receiving 
order was made on the 24th of December, 1911, and a scheme of arrange 
ment having been accepted by the creditors was approved by the court, 
and the receiving ilibe discharged. The question is whether this 
effects a forfeiture of Arthur Laye’s life interest. The trustees submit 
that the life interest is forfeited by reason of the liquidation by arrange- 
ment or composition. I do not assent to that contention. I think that 
when the testator referred to liquidation by arrangement or 
composition he was referring to the existing bankruptcy law, 
and that it could not be truthfully said that the scheme of arrange- 
ment brought about a condition of things which could be described as a 
eee by arrangement or composition. The trustees further 
submit that the receiving order brought about the result that the income 
of the debtor became payable to some other person, that person being 
the official receiver. i am proceeding on the assumption that during 
the time the receiving order was in force moneys came to the hands of 
the trustees which were payable to the debtor. In that state of things, 
could the receiving order operate to make the money payable to some 
other person’? I think it did, because the receiver was the person com- 
petent to give a discharge for the money. It is said that the present 
case differs from Re Sartoris in three respects. First, it is said that 
the receiving order in that case was still subsisting; secondly, that 
there has been no intervention by the official receiver in the present 
case; finally, that when the receiving order was discharged it was 
not on terms that the debtor should pay his debts in full. No doubt 
all those elements were not present in Fe Sartoris. but that decision 
does not rest on the narrow facts with which the judge was there deal 
ing. The question is whether a state of things has arisen which the 
testator intended should put an end to the interest of the tenant for 
life. I think I should be disregarding the principles on which Re 
Sartorie was decided if I were to hold that there has been no forfeiture. 
In my opinion there was a forfeiture, and I so hold.—Counset, P. 0. 
Lawrence, K.C., and 7. L. Wilkinson; Clayton, K.C., and Hunt; 
Morrison. Sortctrors, Long & Gardner, for F. H. Anderson, York: 
Jaques & Co., for Turnbull & Sons, Scarborough. , ‘ 

{Reported by 8. E. Wiutttams, Barricter-at Law.] 





Re B®. E. RODWELL (Deceased). SAFFORD v. SAFFORD. Farwell, 
=< (sitting as an additional Judge of the Chancery Division), 
7th Feb. 

Witt—Construction—* Reapy Money ’’—Money on DePosit—Covnse 

or BUSINEssS. 


Where the evidence shows that, by the course of business between the 
testator and his banker, money on deposit at seven days’ notice was fre- 
quently drawn upon by the testator and such drawings were always 
met in precisely the same manner as drawings upon his current account 

Held, that the gift of “ ready money” in his will passed such moneys 
on deposit account, 


This was an originating summons to determine what passed by a 
wift in the testator’s will of all his ‘‘ ready money.”” Evidence was 
filed which went to show that the testator had money on deposit at 
his bankers at the time of his death, and that his deposit notes provided 
according to the usual form that seven days’ notice should be given 
f intention to withdraw; but the course of business between the testa 
tor and his bankers had been that during his life he had frequently 
drawn upon his deposit account, and that such drawings were always 
met in precisely the same manner as drawings on his current account 
Counsel for the residuary legatees contended that this money on 
leposit did not pass, and he referred to Re Wheeler, Hankinson y 
Hayter (1904, 2 Ch. 67); Mayne v. Mayne (1897, 1 I. R. 3524), and 
Re Price, Price v. Newton (1905, 2 Ch. 55). In this last care 
Farwell, J., expressed the opinion that if money on deposit with 
bankers is subject to more than twenty-four hours’ notice of with 
drawal it is not “ ready money.” a 

FARWELL, L.J., after stating the facts, said :—In my opinion it is 
not so important to consider under what circumstances the deposits 
were made as to consider the actual course of business between the 
parties. In this case the actual course of business between the parties 
seems to have been that the testator used his deposit account in pre 
cisely the same manner as if it had been another current account 
[ am accordingly of opinion that in this case the gift of the testator’s 


‘ready money” passes the moneys on deposit at his bankers at his 


death.—Counset, Maugham; Green; Manby. Soxicitors, Holloway, 
Blunt, & Dilke ; Aylward & Cobbett. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


. . b | 
High Court—King’s Bench 
. . 7 
Division. 
PROPERTY INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) v. NATIONAL PROTECTOR 
INSURANCE CO. (LIM.). Scrutton, J. 31st Jan. 

Marine INsuraANce—Poticy—RetmnsuRANCcE—Non-DiscLosukE oF MA 
TeRtaL Facr—Pouicy ‘‘ Sussecr wirHout Norick TO THE SAME 
CLauses AND ConpiTIons AS THE OricinaL Powicy ’’—LiaBiLity oF 
REINSURER. 

Semble, where a policy of te insurance ts CXPresst d to be ** subject 
without notice to the same clauses and conditions az the original policy 
the non-disclosure of a material fact at the tune of effecting the re- 
insurance docs not avoid the policy. 

The plaintiffs insured the hull of a steamship on a time policy for 
£500 at a premium of 6 per cent. The policy contained a clause that 
the ship’ had the option to navigate the Canadian lakes, and an 
additional premium of 3 per cent. was paid in respect thereof. The 
defendants reinsured £250 of the risk at the same premium of 6 per 
cent., but no mention was made at the time the reinsurance was effected 
of the option to navigate the lakes, or the additional premiums. The 
defendants’ policy was expressed to be ‘‘ subject without notice to the 
same clauses and conditions as the original policy.’’ While in the 
lakes the vessel sustained damage, in respect of which the plaintifis 
paid £117 13s. on their original policy, and now claimed from the 
defendants £58 16s. 6d., the proportion due from the defendants, but 
the defendants repudiated liability on the ground that a material fact 
had been concealed from them, and their policy of reinsurance was 
thereby rendered invalid. It was submitted on behalf of the plaintiffs 
that the words ‘‘ without notice ’’ excused them from disclosing tv 
the defendants such facts as were ordinarily bound to be disclosed. — 

Scruton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he did not think 
it possible to draw any hard and fast line as to what an underwriter 
offering a reinsurance risk on the same terms and conditions as the 
original policy must disclose. It depended a good deal on the nature 
of the risk, and as policies on ships differed so very much in their 
terms, he was inclined to think, with regard to a great many of those 
terms, that the man writing the risk was put on inquiry, and if he 
wanted to know the terms and conditions on which he was purporting 
to write, he should ask. He was inclined to think that liberty 
to trade on the Canadian lakes in the case of a ship not bearing 
a name obviously suggeetive of lake businese, was so unusual 4 
wactice that it ought always to be disclosed. But the matter did 
not stop there, because there was in both these policies a clause 
which his lordship did not remember ever to have seen before, and 
which he did not gather was at all a usual clause in such policies. The 
clause ran ‘‘ subject without notice to the same clauses and conditions, 
and he started by assuming that the underwriters who wrote it out 
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meant something by the words “‘ without notice.’ The only intelligible 
meaning which he could put on the words “ without notice” was 
‘‘ without notice of what the clauses and conditions are you agree to 
the clauses and conditions of the original policy, and you waive any 
notice of what they are.’’ He did not see any satisfactory meaning 
that could be given to those words except that, and it was probably put 
in by the person tendering the risk as a measure of precaution to 
prevent the man writing the risk coming and saying subsequently : 
“Oh, in carefully considering the policy, I think clause 22 is an 
unusual one, and you ought to have told me of it.”” He could quite 
conceive a good business reason, if the clause meant what he said, for 
its being put into the policy on the one side by the person who wanted 
to insure himself, and it had in this cace been accepted by the other 
side. It might be that the clause gaye,.a chance to bring in odd 
clauses against the underwriter; but, on the other hand, it gave a 
certainty of getting paid without a law suit, which was one of the 
things that an ordinary underwriter would desire, as he would not 
prefer a law suit as an incident of the settlement of his business. On 
the whole, although the clause had puzzled him a little, he was inclined 
to think it was put in for that purpose, and even assuming, as he held, 
that a clause which gave liberty to use the vessel on the Canadian lakes 
was an unusual clause, of which the reinsuring underwriter ought to be 
informed, he thought the clause in the policy ‘‘ subject without notice 
to the same clauses and conditions,’’ waived information as to that 
point, and bound him by the actual clauses and conditions, though 
he was not told of them, and had no notice of them at the time he 
issued the slip. There would be judgment for the plaintiffs for the 
amount claimed.—Counset, Langton; Morle. Soxricrrors, Swepstone, 
Stone, Barker, & Ellis; A. J. Carruthers, 
[Reported by Leonarp C. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 
CHALLIS v. WATSON. Div. Court. 6th Feb 

Pracric—E—TRANSFER OF County Court Acrion to HicH Court— 

DiscRETION or JupGe OrpERING Removat—County Courts Act, 1888 

(51 & 52 Vicr., c. 43), s. 126. 

Per Lush, J.—Section 126 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which 
deals with the removal of county court actions into the High Court, is 
not confined to cases where the only consideration is whether the county 
court action is more fit to be tried in the High Court, than in the 
county court. The section is framed to give the widest discretion to 
the Court and to enable it, in any case, if it thinks it desirable, look- 
ing at all the circumstances, that a county court action should be tried 
n the High Court, to order its removal into the High Court. 

Appeal from a decision of Bailhache, J., reversing an order of the 
Master, directing the removal of an action commenced in the county 
court into the High Court. On the 25th of July, 1912, there was a 
collision between a motor-car and a taxi-cab with the result that the 
owners of both vehicles sustained damage. The owner of the motor- 
car commenced an action in the High Court against the owner of 
the taxi-cab. In October, 1912, the driver of the taxi-cab—not a 
party to the High Court action—commenced an action in the Lambeth 
County Court against the owner of the motor-car, claiming damages 
for personal injuries incurred in the collision. The plaintiff in the 
High Court action, who was also defendant in the county court 
action, applied to the Master under section 126 of the County Courte 
Act, 1888, that the county court action might be transferred to the 
High Court and tried with that action in that court, on the grounds 
that the issues in both actions were the same, and the drivers of 
the two vehicles were the more material witnesses. The Master made 
the order applied for with the condition that the plaintiff in the county 
court action should not be liable for more costs in the High Court than 
he might have had to pay in the county court. On appeal Bailhache, 
J., reversed this decision. The owner of the motor-car appealed. 
By section 126 of the County Court Act, 1888 :—‘‘It shall be lawful 
for the High Court or a judge thereof to order the removal into the 
High Court, by writ of certiorari or otherwise of any action or matter 
commenced in the court under the provisions of this Act if the High 
Court or a judge thereof shall deem it desirable that the action or 
matter shall be tried in the High Court, and upon such terms as to 
payment of costs, giving security or otherwise as the High Court or 
a judge thereof shall think fit to enforce.” 

Lusu, J. : In my opinion this appeal must be dismissed. I desire to 
say a word first as to the meaning of section 126 of the County Courte 
Act, 1888. In my opinion that section is in no way confined to cases 
in which one has only to consider whether the action which is the 
subject matter of the application is more fit to be tried in the High 
Court than in the county court. The section seems to me to be 
so framed as to give the most abeolute discretion to the court and to 
enable it in any case, if it thinks it desirable, that the county court 
action should be tried in the High Court, to order its removal. The 
section does not say that an order may be made if the action is one 
which is more fit to be prosecuted in the High Court, which is the 
language used in section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which 
erage or the seme, es 9 “ from the High Court 
ae y cour re person bringing it has no means 

_pay the costs if unsuccessful. The eection says that the 
action may be removed into the High Court if it is desirable 
and I think we must consider not only whether that particular 
action is more fit to be tried in the High Court, but whether, look- 
ing at all the circumstances, it is more desirable that it should 


be tried in one court rather than the other, I do not think 
that in saying that I am expressing a different view from that taken by 
Bailhache, J. He said, looking at the section, that the question ought 
to be decided according to the particular circumstances of the county 
court action, but I do not think that he held that the section did not 
apply to such a case as the present. The question we have to decide 
is whether, in all the circumstances of this case, we ought to affirm the 
order of Bailhache, J., allowing the action to proceed in the county 
court and refusing to remove it into the High Court. [The learned 
judge, having stated the facts, continued]: 1 appreciate the force of 
the observation which has been made to us, that it is not desirable, 
if it can fairly and properly be avoided, to have one action going on 
in the High Court, and another in the county court, when the sub 
ject matter of the two actions is substantially identical. We have 
however, to see whether the plaintiff in the county court action ought 
to be permitted to adopt the remedy which the law allows him in the 
tribunal in which he is entitled to seek it, or whether we ought to pré 
vent him from going on with his action in the county court, and order 
his action to be tried in the High Court, with a special jury, one 
consequence of which will be seriously to delay the trial of an action in 
which he, and he only, is concerned. I do not think we can shut out 
from our consideration the position of the defendant to the county 
court action. We have before us an affidavit, which has not been 
answered, from which it is manifest, to say the least, that the plain 
tiff in the High Court action might not be in the position to pay 
damages and costs, if the result of the counter claim, by the defen- 
dant in his action and the claim by the plaintiff in the county court 
action, if we were to transfer it into the High Court, were to be 
against him. It is obvious that his financial position is such that it 
might be extremely doubtful if, eupposing that the plaintiff were to 
suereed in the action, he would be able to recover either his damages, 
or costs. That is one material element to be considered in this case. 
I feel that, if we could say in fairness to the plaintiff that all the 
litigation should be disposed of in one action, it would be desirable 
to do so; but I have come to the conclusion, that a sufficient case has 
not been made out to justify us in depriving the plaintiff of the remedy 
which the law gives him. If he is allowed to proceed with his county 
court action, it will be tried this month, or early in next, whereas 
if we transfer the proceedings into the High Court, it may be tried a 
month later. That may be so, or not; but one thing I feel sure about 
is, that if we transfer it, it will be a more costly action, because 
it is obvious that an action with three parties tried before a special jury 
in the High Court must be a more burdensome piece of litigation, 
than a simple county court action, where the present respondent is 
alone the plaintiff. I think, therefore, that the proper thing to do 
is to let the two actions go on together, since I am not satisfied that 
there is any reason why the plaintiff in the county court should be 
deprived of the remedy which the law has given him. This appeal 
must, therefore, be dismissed. 

Rowtatr, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, 
Cababé; Thorn Drury. Soxscrrors, W. H. Sturt; Ransom & Williams. 

(Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


fe ARTHUR WILLIAMS & CO, C.A. No. 1. 3ist Jan. 
BankKruprcy—Pracrice—Costs—Orper Acatnst OrrictaL RecEIVvER 

PERSONALLY FOR PAYMENT OF €oSTS—APPLICATION FOR ADJUDICATION 

Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr., c. 52), ss. 16, 20, 105, Ruies 

108 (3), 191, 192, 231, 339. 

When an official receiver is discharging @ duty of a judicial character, 
which he is bound by statute to perform, he cannot be made to pay 
costs; but where he does anything which he is only authorized, but not 
compelled, to do, he can be made to pay costs like any ordinary person. 

Re Tweddle & Co. (Ltd.) (1910), 2 K. B. 697) followed. 

Dictum of Wright, J., in Re Raynes Park Golf Club (Limited) (1899, 
19 B. 961), that a personal order upon an official receiver to pay costs 
amounts to a declaration that he has been guilty of misconduct over- 
rule d. 

There is no provision in the Bankruptcy Acts which either implicitly 
ar impliedly makes it obligatory upon the official receiver to apply for 
the adjudication of a debtor. 

Appeal by the official receiver from an order of Mr. Registrar Link 
later directing the official receiver personally to pay the costs of an 
unsuccessful application for adjudication. On the 16th of July, 1912, 
a receiving order was made against a firm trading as Arthur Williams & 
Co. One W. A. S. Kettle surrendered, admitting that he was a partner 
in the firm, and in his preliminary examination declared that he was 
the sole partner. He was adjudicated bankrupt upon the 23rd of July. 
Several creditors thereafter informed the official receiver that they 
believed that one Morris was also a partner in the firm. Kettle, on 
being questioned by the official receiver, went back on his previous 
statements, and on the 17th of September swore an affidavit in which 
he deposed that Morris was the senior partner in the firm. On the 
23rd of September the official receiver reported to the court that it 
appeared from Kettle’s affidavit that Morris was a partner in the firm, 
and on the 25th of September he lodged an application for the adjudica- 
tion of Morris. This application came on for hearing upan the 3rd of 
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October, when, just before going into court, Morris swore an affidavit 
that he was not a partner, but, being an undischarged bankrupt, had 
only been manager of the firm, and he exhibited affidavits in an action 
by Arthur Williame & Co. against John Bull (Limited), in which Kettle 
| that Morris was not a partner in the firm. The applica 
tion was adjourned in order to « ible the official receiver to consider 
the statements in Morris’ affidavit, and came on for further hearing on 
the 24th of October and the 21st of November, On the 22nd of Novem 
ber the registrar dé ered a judgment dism ssing the application, and 
aadjpour! exl the eal ot t question whether it should be dismiesed 


had depose: 


personally. This question was 
sued on the 3 en the registrar made an order that 
official receive wereonalls hould pay the ts incurred since th 
} this appeal W b ught Counsel 

ourt had no jurisdiction to make 

in Official receiver unless he had been 

it haa juried tion, there had been 
mn H ret ed to Pe Rayne 
q. B. 961), le Tweddle &d& Co 
Re P ford (1904, 2 K. B. 704), 
B. D. 244) and Re Thurlow (1895, 
ent was not called upon 


Cozens-Harpy, M.R said that the short questions were whether | 


he official rece er to] 


had j te 
hether he had exercised his dis 


t be disputed that under eection | 


provisions of the Act 
ny proceedi , in 


if the court.’ In the 


rder against Arthur | 


d the petition was 

ing order was accord 

the Bankruptcy Rules 

us if it were a receiving 

mace net each of the ] ne ho at the date of the order ’”’ 

is a partner t} firm After further stating the facts, the Maste1 
the Rolls continues these circumstances there was never a re 

rde nst Morris, and the step which the official 

receiver took wv » apply for an adjudication in bankruptcy against a 

man with reference vhon o receiving order had been made and 
ith reference to whe stood in the position of a stranger. The regis 

trar found that Mort s not vartner, and dismissed the application, 
ind ordered the official re¢ er to pay the costs as from the 3rd of 

October, 1912. Had he or had he not jurisdiction t make this order? His 

lordehip said that in } opinion the registrar plainly had, but he did 
t think it any od to go over the ground had already traversed 

Be John Tweddle « fed) (1910 I B. 697 There thie 
murt had laid down that eo far as an official receiver or an official 
juidator To he part ia purpos he drew no distinction betwee 

them vas dischargir etatutory duty of a judi ial character, he 
wuld not be made to pay costs, but that, ae soon as he did anything 


hich he wae rt bor under statute to do, b vae me ely empowered 
to do. this protection ceased, and the court had the same power t 
make him pay oe ts iad v any ordir \ erson, Applying that 
to the present ee t ; quite clear that is sOOn 26 a receiving 
order had been made aga t any pereon, there were three persons who 
ould apply asking that he should be adjudicated a bankrupt—namely, 
the petitioning creditor, any other creditor, or the official receiver. 
There was no trace, however, of any obligation on the part of the 
official receiver to make the application. If, however, there was any 
doubt on general principles here, there were certain bankruptcy rules 
vhich plainly ehowed that an official receiver could properly be ordered 
to pay costs. Thus one of the duties of the official receiver was to 
admit or reject proofs, and rule 231 expressly provided that he should 
**in no case be personally liable for costs in relation to an appeal from 
his decieion,’’ and the inference was that but fer this special provision 
he pr rbably could have been made to pay them Then it wag said that 
n practice the machinery of the Bankrupt y Court would not work 
unless the official receiver was to take the final etep of obtaining an 
ad judicatior That might be so, but there was nothing to support the 
suggestion that in doing something which any one of three persons wa: 
at liberty to do he was doing something eo much in the public interest 
that he ought to be protected from having to pay costs. His lordship 
said that it was almost shocking to him to suggest that a man who was 
not a partner in a firm against which a receiving order had been made 
could have the very serious charge made against him that he was a 
partner, and ought to be adjudicated a bankrupt. and vet that. when 
he had dieproved t} harge he sh« uld not be ible to cet hie 
paid. It was said that the official receive ' 
hich he vas under a duty to do. but any such duty w us only to th 
tate for which he was acti: 6 interim receiver ’ Provided he was 
guilty of misconduct ud it was not suggested that he was—i! 
ht be that the official receiver ought to be indemnified out of the 
te, but that had nothing to do with Morris’s position In his 
‘inion the registrar had rightly exercised the dis retion which he un 
ad btedly poe or and the appeal must be diem esed. 
SUCKLEY and TAMILTON, L.JJ , deliveres udg > o Me 
effect Appe il dismissed CouUNSEI | Gir Pm nm am A yee 
: sy on, 3S.G., and 
Hansell ; Horace Fenton. Souicrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade; G. S. Warmington & Edmonds. 


(Reported by P. M. Francxs, Barristerat-Law.} 
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of every description prepared, with or without 
entries, and engrossed for taxation and delivery 
to clients in town or country. Commission 
charged on profit costs totals only. Taxations 


supplied to act as Managing Clerks at moment's 


Companies Registered. Probates taken out and General 
Somerset House Work effected by a responsible staff. 
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63 & 64, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
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LAW PARTNERSHIP AGENCY. 
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OLDEST ESTABLISHED ACENGCY, 
BUT tke IMPROVED METHODS 


adopted by them have resulted in this firm 
disposing of MORE PRACTICES, arranging 


MORE PARTNERSHIPS, WITH AND 
WITHOUT SUGGESSIONS, than the com- 


BINED EFFORTS of any three firms in the 
UNITED KINGDOM. 
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MESSRS. H. 


PERIODICAL SALES 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
conduct PERIODICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absuvlute and Contingent), 
LIFE INTERESTS and ANNOUITIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mortgage Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interests, 


on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 


The Dates fixed for 1913 are as follows :— 


Thursday, February 20 | Thursday, July 17 
Thursday, March 6 Thursday, August 7 
| 


\ 


Thursday, March 20 Thursday, August 21 
Thursday, April 3 Thursday, September 4 
Thurs¢ay, April 17 Thursilay, September 18 
Thursday, May 1 Thursday, Oct »ber 2 
Thursday, May 15 Thureday, October 16 
Thursday, June 5 Thursday, November 6 
Thursday, June 19 | Thursday, December 4 
Thursday, July 3 Thursday, December 13 
Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.0. Telegrams, “ Invari 
ably Stock, London,” Tel. Nos. 999 and 1000 Bank, and 
8539 Central. 





THURSDAY NEXT.—Periodical Sale No. 973.— 
Reversion. 
MESSES. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
4 will SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, EC., 
on THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 20, at TWO o’clock, in 
Two Lots :— 

The REVERSIONS, receivable on the decease 
lady aged 70,to Two One-fitth Shares of a Trust 
es'imated at £3,600.—Particulars of J. H. Gibson, 
Sol.citor, 24, Bank-street, Carlisle; of Messrs. 


Co., Solicitors, 36, Bedford-row, W.C.; and of 
Auctioncers, 


of a 
Fand 
Esq., 


the 


| 


Chester & | 


THURSDAY NE Ree a ~ ee Sale No. 973.— 


ESSRS. H. E. FOST E Rat CRANFIELD | 

will 8E LL by AUCTION, on THORSDAY, 
FEBRU ARY 5 

_T1 he RE VERSION, recaivable on decease of a lady aged 

, to One-ssventh of Freehold Ground Rents of £200 11s. 

oer annum, —Particulars of Messrs, Colyer & Colyer, 

Solicitors, 1, C’ement’s-inn, Strand, W.C.; and of the 
Auctioneera. 





THURSDAY NEXT.—Periodical Sa'e No. 973.— 
Reversion. 

ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFTELD 

will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
FEBRUARY 20:— 

The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on decease 
of a lady aged 53, to Whole of Trust Estate of £2,750. 
—Particulars of Messrs. Ellis & Ellis, Solicitors, 10, 
Little College-street, Westminster, 8.W.; and of the 
Anctioneers. 


THURSDAY NEXT.—Periodical Sale No. 973.— 
Reversion. 
[ ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
FEBRUARY 20, in Two Lots :— 
The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on decease 





| of a lady aged 65, to Shares of a valuable Trust Estate 


of the estimated value of about £45,000.—Particulars of 
Messrs. Pearce-Jones & Co., Solicitors, 33, John-street, 
Bedford-row, W.C. ; and of the Auctioneers. 


THURSDAY NEXT.—Periodical Sale 
Reversions. 
MESSES. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
a will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
FEBRUARY 20:— 

The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on the 
decease of a gentleman aged 75, to One-third of a Trust 
Fand of the estimated value of £6,367; also the Absolate 
Reversion, receivable in the same event, to One-half of 

| another Trust Fund of the estimstei valus of £11,459.— 
Particulars of Messrs, Burgess, Taylor, & Tryon, 
| 8o icitors, 1, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C.; andof the 
| Auctioncers. 





No, 973.— 


| Auctioneers, at their Offices, 


E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD’S LIST. 
6, POULTRY, E.C. 


THURSDAY ea an og Sale No. 973.— 


Mé&s SSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
FEBRUARY 20:— 

The REVERSION, receivable on decease of a ladv 
aged 47, to Whole of Trust Fund of estimated value of 
£3,°00.—Particulars of Messrs. Oldfields, Solicitors, 13, 
Walbrook, E.C.; and of the Auctioneers. 


THURSDAY a —oatieeh Sale No, 973,— 
ertifica 

[[ESSRS. H. E. Fe S TER & CRANE IELD 
4 will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
FEBRUARY 20:— 

A Fully-paid CERTIFICATE of the CITY LIFE 
ASSURANCE CO., Ltd., for £303 168, 84., payable Ist 
April, 1928.— Particulars of Messrs. Damant «& Sons, 
Solicitors, Cowes, Isle of Wight; and of the Auctioneers, 








THURSDAY mee eo Sale No. 973. — 


M ESsks. H. E. POSTE! 2 & CRANFIELD 
i¥i. will SELL by AUCTION, on THURSDAY, 
FEBRUARY 20:— 

The ABSOLUTE REVERSION, receivable on deceas) 
of a lady aged 70, to One-half of a Trast Fand of the esti- 
mated valne of £4,774 3s. 6d.—Particulars of Me srs. 
fowler & Co., Solicitors, 13, Bedford-row, W.C..; and of 
the Auctioneers, 6, Poultry, EO. 


PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 
\ ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFEELD 
a beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
will be held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the 
followimg dates :— 
Wednesday, March 12 
Wednesday, April 9 | 
Wednesday, May 21 





Wednesday, July 23 
Wednesday, August 13 
Wednes lay, October 8 

Wednes tay, June 11 Wednesday, November 12 

Wednesday, July 9 Wednesday, December 10 

Vendors, solicitors, and trustees having pr perties for 
sale are respectfully invited to communicate with the 
6, Poultry, London, F.C. 
Telegram: : “Invariab! y sto sk, London,” Tel. Nos. yoo 
and 1009 Ban‘, and 8539 Ce ntral. 
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pellant was convicted of unlawfully living in part on the earnings of 
prostitution under section 1, sub-section 1 (a), of the Vagrancy Act, 
1898. At the date of the commission of the offence the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, 1912, had come into force. This was his fowth 


conviction for this class of offence. Before the Act of 1912 came into 


force a person convicted of this offence might have been sentenced | 
to three months’ imprisonment as a rogue and vagabond. Under | 


section 1, sub-section 1, of the Act of 1898 and section 4 of the 


Vagraney Act of 1824, he could for a second offence be sent as an 
in rrigible rogue to be eentenced at quarter sessions, which had 
power to order him to be hipped The Act of 1912, by section 7 
ib-eection 2 j reased ti sentence which micht he passed by the 
1t of summary jurisdiction from three to six months, and, in 
le we of a st nd offence, by ection 7, sub-section 2, took away ite 
power to send the accused to quarter sessions, but provided that he 
might be indicted; in other words, providing that he should not be 
whipped unless convicted by a jury. If convicted before a jury, then, 
f he had been convicted before, section 7, sub-section 5, provided that 
he might be whipped. The convictions preceding the present convi: 
tion were not on indictment, and it is contended on his behalf that 
he conviction preceding the ‘‘ second or subsequent conviction 
1 indictment,’’ referred to in section 7, sub-eection 5, muet itself be 
2 conviction on indictment gut the section does not say that the 
second conviction must be the second conviction on indictment. All 


the Act of 1912 does is to say that a person committing this offence 
ifter it has come into operation shall be punished in a certain way 
by reason of his past conduct As the power to send the appellant 
to quarter sessions for sentence is taken away, then, if the present 
mtention is well founded, hie liability to be whipped on conviction 

for a second offence, which existed before the Act of 1912, is abolished 
by it. But the Act was not intended to diminish the deterrents from 
the commission of thie offence, and we think the contention for the 
appellant is unfounded. The appeal must be dismissed.—Counsen, 
L. O' Malle y: Travers Humphre y2 Soricrrors. /?¢ qistrar of the Court 
of Criminal ippeal ; Director of Public Prosecutions. 
[Reported hy C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-I v.] 





Societies. 
Bar Council Election, 1913. 


The following candidates have been elected members to serve upon 
the General Council of the Bar :—Mr. J. Alderson Foote, K.C., Mr. 
J. F. F. Rawlinson, K.C., M.P., Mr. T. R. Hughes, K.C., Mr. R. F. 
Norton, K.C., Mr. L. Sanderson, K.C., M.P., Mr. F. R. Y. Radcliffe, 
K.C., Mr. H. T. Kemp, K.C., Mr. W. J. Waugh, K.C., Mr. M. L. 
Romer, K.C., Mr. F. Caseel, K.C., M.P., Mr. James J. Parfitt, K.C.. 
Mr. Edward Beaumont, Mr. C. H. Sargant, Mr. R. G. Seton, Mr. 
W. J. Disturnall, Mr. J. Bruce Williamson, Mr. J. Austen Cartmell, 
Mr. Theobald Mathew, Mr. H. A. McCardie, Mr. F. J. Forder 
Lampard, Mr. E. H. Tindal Atkinson, Mr. W. E. Tyldesley Jones, 
Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence, Mr. George F. Kingham. , . 


The Law Society. 

The Law Society's Gazette for February contains the following note 
on minimum ecale fees, to be ineerted in the Scale’’ Digest, 1906, 
p. 188, at the beginning of Part VII. of the Digest, which deals with 
minimum tees :— 

It has been represented to the Council that the opinion expressed by 
them in several of the following cases, that the rule fixing a minimum 
charge only applies when the total charges in the matter do not amount 
to £5 or £3 as the case may be, is wrong, and that where (for example) 
a golicitor acte for a vendor in negotiating and deducing title on a sale 
for less than £100, he is entitled to two minimum fees of £3 each. 
There has, so far as the Council is aware, been no decision of the court 
directly dealing with the question whether under Rule 8 two minimum 
fees can be charged. The caee of Cholditch v Jones (No. 503) is not 
altogether in point, as the minimum fee for ‘‘ conducting”’ is not dealt 
with by Rule 8, but is specifically fixed by a note forming part of the 
schedule itself, and is payable whether the sale is subsequently com 
pleted or not In the absence of a decision to the contrary, the Council 
think it expedient to adhere to their previous opinions. — 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of the above 
isfociation was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 
London, on the 12th inst., Mr. Richard S. Taylor in the chair, the 
other directors present being Messrs. S. P. B. Bucknill, T. S. Curtis. 
A. Davenport, W. Dowson, T. M. Francis (Cambridge), WE. Gillett. 
C. Goddard, W. H. Gray, L. W. North Hickley, and C. G. May. <A 
sum of £337 was distributed in granta of relief. Sixteen new members 
were admitted, and other general business transacted, 


Law Association. 


The usnal monthly meeting of the board of directors was held at 


the Law Society’s Hall, on the 6th inst., Mr. F. T. Birdwood in the | 
} 


chair, the other directors present being Messrs. J. W. C. Frere, P. E. 
Marshall, H. P. Richardson, Mark Waters, W. M. Woodhouse, and 
F. E. Barron (secretary). A sum of £70 was voted in grants of relief, 
eighteen new members were elected, and other general business was 
transacted. ‘ 





United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above sor iety was held on Monday, 10th February, 
at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. Bartle Bradshaw moved 
‘* That the case of Scott v. Scott (1912, P. 244) was wrongly dex ided. 
| Mr. L. C. Bullock opposed. The following gentlemen also spoke 
| Mr. S. L. Higgins, Mr. C. P. Blackwell, Mr. R. Turnbull, Mr. A. \W 
Armitage, Mr. R. Walker, Mr. Norman Aaron. The motion 


carried by seven votes. 


The Union Society of London. 


The fourteenth meeting of the 1912-1913 seseion was held at 3y, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on Wednesday, the 12th of February, at 
8 p.m. The president, Mr. George F. Kingham, was in the chair. M: 
W. S. Jones moved the following motion :—‘‘ That this house condemns 
the Bill now before Parliament to disestablish and disendow the Church 
in Wales.’ Mr. J. H. Coram opposed. The following members spoke 

in favour of the motion.—Messrs. W. G. Beaumont Edmonds, F. R 
| Griffiths, W. A. Bright, H. R. Stables, C. H. Couneell, J. Pall, and 
Kenny. The following member opposed the motion :—Mr. H. Green 

The motion for debate on Wednesday, the 19th of February, 
‘That this house condemns the hostile attitude of the British Medical 
Association towards the National Insurance Act.”’ 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—Feb. 11.—Chairman, Mr. W. 
Meeke.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the Conservative Party 
is distinguished only by its lack of principle.” Mr. Eustace B. Ames 
opened in the affirmative, Mr. J. H. Watts opened in the negative. 
The following members continued the debate :—Meesrs. F. Ennis, W. 
P. Bennett, S. L. Hocken, H. K. Turner, H. G. Meyer, A. E. Twort 


and F. S. Bostock. The motion was lost by 6 votes. 


S. 








Companies. 
Legal and General Life Assurance Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held on the 11th inst 
it the chief offices, 10, Fleet-street, Mr. Romer Williams, D.L., J.P 
the chairman) presiding. 

The actuary and manager (Mr. E. Colquhoun) having read the notice 
calling the meeting and the report of the auditors, 

The Chairman said : Gentlemen,—I have much pleasure in submitting 
to you the report for the year 1912, the seventy-sixth since the estab 
lishment of; the society, and as a copy has been sent to each of the 
proprietors, I would euggest that it may be taken as read. Taking the 
business as a whole, you will see from the report that 4,733 policies 
have been issued, as against 4,178 in 1911. The new sums aseured 
umount to £3,188,564, as against £3,011,122 in the previous year, and 
the contingent annuities, &c., to £3,941 19s., as against £11,878 6s. 4d., 
the new premiums being £158,249, as against £157,290. These are gross 
figures, but the comparison of the net figures is as follows :—The total 
:mount retained by the society at its own risk was this year £2,861 ,382, 
is against £2,378,944 last year; the contingent annuities, &c., were 
£3.941 19s., as against £11,253 18s. 10d.; and the net premiums 
vmounted to £148,009 in 1912, against £136,833 in 1911. You will 

| notice, therefore, that, although the year under discussion is the first 
vear of a new quinquennium, the business has exceeded that done in 
1911 by £177,442. The result of this acceeeion of business is that the 
| wet premium income has increased from £847,276 in 1911 to £911,438 
last year. I should explain that in this comparison I have combined, 
for the sake of brevity, the business of both the life and general funds 
The annuity coneideration received last year was £145,006, as against 
£178.595 in 1911. The interest and dividends, less tax, were this year 
£279.023. as against £259,963, and the profit on reversions has been 
| £77,052, as against £70.534, of which £73,433 has been credited to the 
life aeeurance fund, £2,025 to the general fund, and £1,594 to the 
| proprietors’ fund. 
The total funds amounted at the end of the vear to £8,929,898, show 
jing an increase of £697,016 in the year. The funds, omitting the 
| amount invested in reversions, produced £4 5s. 6d. per cent. before 
deduction of tax, as against £4 5s. 4d. per cent. in 1911. 

Mr. Thomas Rawle seconded the resolution, which was carried 

unanimously. 
| The Chairman : I have now to announce that since we met here last 
year we have eelected a director—Mr, Walter B. Pattisson—to join 
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this board. He has now to retire from the directorate and submit 
himself for re-election in the usual way. I therefore propose his re- 


election, and also that of the following gentlemen, who retire in rota- 
tion :—Mr. A. Grant Meek, J.P., Mr. Charles P. Johnson, J.P. (our 
deputy chairman), who, I am sorry to say, is not able to be here 
today owing to a severe bronchial attack, and Mr. Robert Younger, 
K.C 


Master Granville Smith seconded the recolution, and it was carried 
unanimously. a 

On the motion of Master Granville Smith, seconded by Mr. W. Kent 
Lemon, the auditors, Mr. J. Gurney Fowler and Mr. Gerard van de 
Linde, were reappointed. . i 

Mr. W. Kent Lemon then proposed a vote of thanks to the chair- 
man, directors and staff for their services during the past year, remark- 
ing that it was unnecessary to make any comment on that motion. 

Sir Charles Boxall, in seconding the proposition, said that he spoke 
as one who had been a shareholder for a quarter of a century, and 
who had never spoken at a meeting. He knew of no office where they 
got the same attention, the same courtesy, and the same promptness in 
business as they did at the office of this eociety. 

The resolution was carried unanimously, and a few words in acknow- 
ledgment from the chairman terminated the proceedings. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. T. D. Swepuerp, solicitor, Penrith, has been appointed a 
Notary Public. Mr. Shepherd was admitted a solicitor in 1905. 


Mr. F. Dovertas Norman, of 65, London-wall, E.C., has been 
appointed a commissioner for taking affidavits for the Province of 
Alberta, Canada. Mr. Norman was admitted in 1880. 


General. 


The Bradford City Council decided on Tuesday to build 200 work- 
men’s houses to be let at a rent of 4s. 6d. per week clear of rates. 


In the course of the Gainsborough Portrait Case (Burton v. Agnew) 
on the 6th inst., Mr. Justice Darling said that it was not the custom 
for special juries to eit on Saturday except when there was a prospect 
of finishing a case on that day. 


For the vacant office of City Remembrancer there are now twenty-two 
candidates. Of these, five will be selected by the Officers and Clerks 
Committee for the ultimate choice of one by the Corporation. A special 
sub-committee, to whom the matter was.-referred, have recommended 
that there shall be no age limit, and that the candidature shall not 
be confined to practising barristers or solicitors. 


At the Hants Assizes on Monday, before Mr. Justice Coleridge, 
the action for libel brought by Mr. J. W. Smith, solicitor, of Andover, 
against Mr. W. Prosser was concluded. The plaintiff went into 
the box and denied all the defendant’s imputations. The defendant 
also went into the box, but did not deny the publication of two of 
the three libels complained of. The jury found a verdict for the 
plaintiff for £2,200 and expressed sympathy with him. 


At a meeting of the Divisional Unionist Council of the East Toxteth 
Division of Liverpool on the 6th inst., Mr. Marshall Hall, the present 
member for the division, intimated his intention not to contest the 
seat at the next election. He came to this decision as he could not 
give the necessary attention to both his Parliamentary and his pro- 
fessional duties because of the strain put upon him by his wife’s 
illness, and because he would not be able to devote the time to Parlia- 
ment which would be necessary when the Unionists were returned to 
power, as he believed they would be, with a small majority. The 
meeting accepted the resignation with regret. 


French juries during recent years have, says the French correspon- 
dent of the Times, shown a growing leniency towards so-called 
“crimes passionnels,’”’ and the number of these crimes is increasing 
at an alarming rate. From 1896 to 1900 there were 183 of these 
murders, and from 1905 to 1910, 305. Last month alone 13 murders 
of this description were committed. A number of Deputies, being 
convinced that juries acquit prisoners on account of the heavy mini- 
mum sentence provided by the law for murder, have submitted a 
Bill to the Chamber to enable Judges to pass a minimum sentence 
of five years’ imprisonment upon a murderer of this class. 


The accounts of the Commissioners of Woods and Forests for the 
year ended 3let March, 1912, were issued on Tuesday as a Parlia- 
mentary paper. In his report thereon the Comptroller and Auditor- 
General states that a sum of £530,000 was paid to the Exchequer 
during the year on account of Crown Land Revenue. The amount 
brought to the credit of the capital account for the sales of estates— 
namely, £37,880 8s. 5d., included a further instalment of £12.987 
8. 3d. received from the Consolidated Fund in respect of the public 
offices site in Spring-gardens. The amount of capital outetanding afler 
th June, 1912, was £76,609 4s. A further sum of £3.256 Qs. 9d. 
from the same source, for interest on the outstanding purchase money 
of this site, was credited to the income account under “interest of 
purchase moneys of estates sold.” 
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Meeers. Sotheby began on Tuesday, says the Times, the four days’ 
sale of the first part of the valuable library of the late Mr. George 
Dunn, of Woolley Hall, near Maidenhead. The collection of early 
MSS and printed books relating to English law, 355 lots in all, 
comprising a number of rare and important documents and volumes, 
was offered as a whole. A bid of £1,000 from Mr. Leighton was 
carried up to £3,750, at which price Messrs. Sweet and Maxwell were 
declared the purchasers on behalf of Harvard University. 

In reply to a question, says the 7'imes, by Mr. A. C. Morton, who 
asked the Home Secretary to consider the desirability of increasing 
the fines and penalties in connection with motor offences, Mr. McKenna 
has stated that he recently issued a circular to the justices calling 
their attention, among other things, to the importance of imposing an 
adequate punishment when offences under the Motor Car Acte are of a 
eerious character. In some official quarters the view is taken that 
the penalties are not severe enough to stop serious offences. 

In the Chancery Division on Wednesday, at the time fixed for the 
citting of the court, Lord Justice Farwell (who has recently been 
taking the court work of Mr. Justice Parker, while that learned judge 
has been sitting in the Court of Appeal) announced that he should be 
unable to sit in Mr. Justice Parker’s court to-day as he had to preside 
in the Court of Appeal owing to the absence, through indisposition, of 
the Master of the Rolls. 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday, says the Times, Mr. Wedg- 
wood, on behalf of Sir W. Byles, asked the Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer if an owner who had accepted an under-valuation of his 
house in the belief that increment value duty would fall only on an 
increased value of the site would be subject to the duty in case he 
sold the house at its true value, but at a price greatly in excess of the 
official valuation. Mr. Masterman, who replied, said : In the case of 
a property being sold at its true value, increment value duty would 
only be charged on an increased value of the site. Mr. G. D. Faber 
asked whether the true value of a house was what it fetched at a 
public or private sale, or the figure at which the official valuer valued 
it. Mr. Masterman said the true value was the amount fixed by the 
official valuer in a valuation which was accepted, or, if the owner 
appealed, the amount decided upon by the referee. In reply to 
further questions by Sir G. Younger and Mr. Outhwaite, Mr. 
Masterman said that the value was being found every day for various 
purposes. Price might be the same as true value or it might be 
different. 

At Marylebone on Wednesday, says the Times, Lady Pollock, wife 
of Sir Frederick Pollock, was the complainant in a summons against 
George Burgess, of Malden-road, Kentish Town, for detaining household 
furniture and other goods, value £10, belonging to Agnes Grey, now 
dead. Grey was a very poor seamstrees, who died in October leaving 
property valued at about £10. Lady Pollock had been interested in 
her and had paid her doctor’s bill and funeral expenses, and, knowing 
that the woman wished her furniture to go to another poor woman, 
she wrote to the defendant, her landlord, asking for the goods and 
offering to pay the rent that was due. He refused to give them up, 
however, although both Lady and Sir Frederick Pollock offered to 
indemnify him, and forced them to take out letters of administration. 
The rent was again offered, and Burgers then produced an account of 
£5, £3 of which was rent and £2 for services rendered. Lady Pollock 
was willing to pay the rent, but not the £2. The magistrate made an 
order for the goods to be given up, or £10, their value, and granted 
Lady Pollock £1 costs, the understanding being that the rent due to 
the defendant would be paid. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Sir A. Markham asked the 
Prime Minister whether his attention had been drawn to the case of 
John Williams, acquitted at the Old Bailey on the 7th of February on a 
charge of the manslaughter of a lady at Barnes on the 7th of December ; 
whether Williams admitted that he knocked down the lady and did 
not stop the car; whether, seeing that the car was travelling, accord- 
ing to the police, at 30 to 40 miles an hour, he would say what steps 
he proposed taking, if any, to afford protection to his Majesty's 
subjects; and whether, seeing the large number of persons killed and 
injured by motor vehicles, he would now appoint a Royal Commission 
to report on the question of motor traffic with a view to prevent this 
loss of life. Mr. McKenna, who replied, said : My attention has been 
drawn to the verdict of the jury in the case referred to, but I am 
not prepared to draw any conclusions from the result of a single 
trial. At .the present time a Select Committee of this House is 
inquiring into the causes of street accidents, and nothing would be 
gained by appointing a Royal Commission. In reply to supplementary 
questions by Sir A. Markham, Mr. McKenna said it was a fact that 
the investigations of the Committee at present sitting related only 
to London. No doubt other places had an interest in the subject, but 
perhaps the best course would be first to hear what the Committee 
now sitting had to say. 
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At the Central Criminal Court on Wednesday, says the Times, Ernest 
Acton Howes, forty-three, clerk, was found guilty of stealing a dividend 
warrant. It was alleged that for the purposes of the theft the prisoner 
had arranged for letters to be received at a newsvendor’s shop, and 
that he opened a banking account with references from accommodation 
addresses. Judge Rentoul said that letters ought not to be received at 
accommodation addresees in the haphazard way they had heard of in 
thie case. Legislation should be passed to make the registration and 
publication of such addresees compulsory. He sentenced the prisoner 
to twelve months’ impriconment with hard labour. 





New Zeatanp Government Loan.—On another page the issue is 
announced of £3,000,000 New Zealand Government Four per Cent. 
Inseribed Stock, 1943-1963, applications for which will be received by 
the Bank of England at the price of 98 per cent. 


Wuy Pay Rent’? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scortisu Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limrrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. "Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 

The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

Feb. 19.—Mesers. Enwiw Fox, Bovarrecp, Buawerrse & Bappetsgy, at the Mart, at 
2: Freehold Propertr, &-. (see advertisement, back page, Jan. 25). 

Feb. 19.—Merers, Gopwr, Bascer & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Investments, 
&c. (ae advertisement, page iii, ths week). 

Feb. 20.--Mesers, Strmsov & Sons, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, pege iii, Feb. 8). 

Feb. 20.—Mersrs, H, FE. Foster & Cranrrevp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, &c. 
(see advertisement, page 287, thie week). 


March 11.—-Mes*rs. Roosrae, Cusrmay, & Taomas, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Ground Rents, Leasehold Residence, &c, (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 


London” Gazette,— FRIDAY, Feb. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liuirep mm Cmanorey. 

BANQUE ANGLO-FRANCAISE, LTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented Feb 5. directed to be 
heard on Feb 18. Clifton, 4, ‘ew ct, Lincoln's inn, solor for the petnr. Notice of 
appesring must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
of Feb 17. 

CHADFIELD AND Son, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or-claims, to Joseph Nathaniel 
Nutt, Strand, Derby. Holbrook, Derby, solor to the liquidator. 

CHARLES WEBSTER (1899), LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and the perticulars of their debts or claims,to Duncan 
Frederic Kasden, 33, St. Swithin's In. Welch & Co, Pinner’s Hall, Austin friars, solors 
to the liquidator 

DAILY Express, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 31, directed to be heard 
Feb 18. Stivbard & Co, 21, Leadenhall st, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o': lock in the afternoon of Feb 17. 

DONKIN BRoTHERS, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before Mar 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Henry Abey, Barrington st, South Shields, liquidator. 





HASTINGS AND ST. LEONARDS MEDICAL BATHS AND KURHAUS, LTD.—Creditors should 
at once send in their names and addr-sses, and particulars of their detts or claims, 
to Howard Button, 49, Queen Victoria st 

Henry 8. Hay & Son, Lrp.—Petn for winding up presented Feb 5, directed to be 
heard Feb 18 Chester & ©o, 36, Eedford row, agents for Thorn & Co, Iron Bridge, 
Salop, solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not 
later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 17 

LONDON CHROME TANNERY, L7D.—Petn for winding-up, presented Feb 4, directed to be 
heard Feb 18. Stephenson & Co, 31, Lombard st, solors for the petora. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above nam d not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
ot Feb 17 

ROBERT SLACK, LTD —Creditors are required, on or before April 3, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Oliver Sunderland, 
15, Eastcheap, liquidator | 

VAGLIANO ANTHRACITE COLLIERIES, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Jan 29, 
directed to be heard Feb 18. Goldberg & Co, 2 and 3, West st, Finsbury circus, | 
solors for the petnrs. Notice of appeariog must reach the above named not later than 
six o'clock in the afternoon of Feb. 17. 

VAUDEVILLE AGENCY, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 15, to send in their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur William 
B> n, 178, Charing Cross rd, liquidator. 

Victoria CLUB, LTD.-Creditors are required, on or before Mar 15, to send initheir 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph William 
Asprey, 5, Gray's Inn sq, liquidator. 

WoOODvGRANGE CLUB, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to B. G. Paul, 48, 
Windsor rd, Forest Gate, l.quidator. 

sondon Gazette—TUESDAY, Feb. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

JOHN STRONG & Sons (1911), LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 4,'to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas George 
Park, 50 & 60, Chancery In. Alex J Carruthers, 6, Quality ct, Chancery In, solors to 
the liquidator. 

NATIONAL COMMERCIAL INSURANCE Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up presented Feb 6, 
directed to be heard teb 25, Genge & Co, 19, Coleman st, solors for the petnrs. Notice 
| eppearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
oO eb 24 

PORLOCK SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 25,to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E. Burge, 
147, Clarence rd, Grays, Essex, liquidators. 

RUBBER AND OIL CONSOLIVATED INVESTMEN!S, LTD.—Petn for winding-up presented 
Feb 6, directed to be heard Feb 25, Heywood & Ram, The Outer Temple, 222, Strand, 
solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later 
than six o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 24. 

SEWELL, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 22, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ulric R. Gerry, 
26, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne, liquidator. 





SKYE MARBLE, Lrp. ('N LiqurpaTion).—Creditors are required to lodge with George 
Allan Robertson, 18, Alva st, Edinburgh, their claims and grounds of debt on or 
before Mar 31. James W. Robertsov. 20, Alva st, Edinburgh, agent for the 
l.quidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY. Feb. 7. 

HASTINGS AND ST LEONARDS MEVICAL BiTHS AND KURHAUS, LTD, 
FILTERTIPs, LTD. 
LOMBARD Issugs, LTD. 
ELWELL CycLz TUBE Co, LTD. 
PaGE & Son's ALBION TRUNK WORKS, LTD. 
MORLAND Trust, LTD. 
G. Ho, AMES & Co, LTD, 
BRITISH PORTER SAFETY SEAL Co, LTD. 
PROVINCIAL ELECTRICAL Co, LTD. 
ARSENIC OF SPAIN Co, LTD. 
Bint EYBAT PETROLEUM Co, LTD (Recons‘ruction). 
Saint Ives TRANSPORT Co, LTD. 
CHARLES WEBSTER (1899), LTD. 
JAPAN (FINANCIAL) SYNDICATE, LTD. 
ALLEN ADAMS & Co, LTD. 
SaB LD. 
AYACUCHO COPPER SYNDICATE, LTD. 
VICTORIA CLUB, LTD, 

London Gazette. TUESDAY, Feb 11. 
Joun Strona & Sons (1911), LTD. 
HADDON HALL Hypro (Buxton) Co, Lrp. 
ROBERT SLACK, LTD. 
ASIA Minor Topacco Co, Lp. 
WELLINGTON & DAWSON'S PATENTS, LTD. 
PORLOCK SYNDICATE, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Faivar. Feb. 7. ; 

Etwarasr, Lrtran Faances, West Ashby, Lincoln March 10 Hatfield v Elmhirst and 
Another, Warrington, J Tweed, Horncastle 

Menzres, Ropest, Victoria st, Land Agent March 26 Royal Exchange Aesurance y 
Menzies and Another, Warrington, J Johnson, 8t Andrew’s st, Holborn 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 11. 

Evans, Epwarp, Aberystwyth, Draper March 19 Meredith v Morgan and Rees, 
Warrington and Parker, JJ Evans, Aberystwyth : 

Haut, Roserra, ap rd, Wimbledon April 2 Lyon v Lyon, Swinfen Eady, J 
Jobson, Temple gdns 

O’Comnor, Gasnaae Paraicx, March, Cambridge, M.D. March 31 J & J Reid v 
O’Connor, Swinfen Eady and Neville, JJ Ollard, Wisbech ; 

Srraves, Orro Maxiurtray, Clifford st, Middlesex March 15 Muir v Strauss, Swinfen 
Eady,J Behrend & Co, Surrey et, Strand 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—F RIDAY, Feb. 7. 

ADAMS, GEORGIANA, St Leonards on Sea Mar7_ English, Norwich 
ALTARAS, EZRA, Saliord Mari? Lawson & Co, Manchester 
ARCHER-HIND, THOMAS Hopeson, Coombe Fishacre House, nr Newton Abbot Mar 5 

Hext, Torquay 
BANNISTER, CHARLOTTE ELIZA, Neviile ter, South Kensington Mar 15 Reynolds & 

Miles, Basinghall st 


| BLAXLAND, GEORGE, Gillingham, Kent Mar7 Philipson & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 


BLOWER, MARY STERRY, Bath Mars Ogburn, Bath - 

BOWER, AMELIA THOMASINA, Hove, Sussex Mar 10 Paice & Cross, Clement's inn 

BOvD, SAMUEL, Boston Spa, Yorks Mar8 Horne & Co, Staines, Midlx ‘ en 

BRANN, JAMES WILLIAM, Blackheath, Kent April 1 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn 
flelds 

Brown, THpMAS, Lowestoft, Fish Merchant Mar 25 Johnson & Nicholson, Lowes- 


toft 

3ULLEN, Rev ROBERT ASHINGTON, Tonbridge Mar 25 Hopwood & fons, South #4, 
Gray's inn 

CASTLE, JANE PoLLitt, Walton on the Hill, Surrey Mar 15 Mundell, Godliman st 

CLUFF, AGNES FLORA, Leyton, Essex Mar 10 Downer & Johnson, Salisbury House, 
London Wall 

Cornpon, TimMoTHY, Ilkeston, Derby Mar 12 Ormond, Ilkeston 

CROWK, MARGARET ANNE, Hereford rd, Bayswater Mar 20 Boote & Co, Manchester 

DEAKIN, JOHN ABRAHAM, Nether Edge, Sheffield, Ivory Dealer Mar 1 Khodes «& 
Hall, Bradord 

DOMICAN, JAMES, Cardiff, Master Mariner Mar 1 John & Evans, Cardiff ; = 

DONOVAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Sturt Arms, New North rd, Licensed Victualler Feb 3 
Turner, Basinghall av ‘ m 

FITZGERALD, HANNAH Mary, Connaught st, Paddington, Court Dressmaker Feb 2 
Helliwell & Co, 231-2, Strand 

Ginns, GEoRGE, Cedars rd, Clapham Common Mar 25 Waller & Mager John st, 
Adelphi 


| GOWENS, MARK, Newcastle upon Tyne, Cork Merchant Mar15 Smirk, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 

GRIMMER, MARIANNE, West Walton, Norfolk Mar8 Jackson, Wisbech 

HABGOOD, MARY ANN, Eastbourne Feb 20 Hart’ & Co, Eastbourne 

HASTiINGs, JoHN, Cueltenham Mar 8 Timbrell & Deignton, Cannon st 

Hurp, JAN®, Scarborough Mar 7 Costolow, Scarborough 

JONES, ANNIE MARIA, Manchester Mar 31 Cooper & Son, Manchester 

KiLey, EMILY, Ramsgate Mar 5 Fielding, Canterbury 

KITSON, JANE ELIZABETH, Upminster, Essex, Licensed Victualler Mar 11 Prestons 
Stratford 

LARKING, Lady ADELA MARIA, Bournemouth Mar3 Gedge & Co, Norfolk st 

LICHTENBERG, CHRISTIAN ADOLPH, Margherita, nr Treviso, Italy Mar 7 Hill & Co, Liver- 

01 

LLOYD. MARGARET ELIZABETH, Bristol Mar4 Jones, Llandovery 

Lunp, EMILY CLEMENTINA, Farnham, Surrey Mar 1 Stevens & Stevens, Farnham 

LUTHER, GEORGE, Bristol, Draper Mir 4 Gilmore, Bristol 7 

MCMAHON, JOHN, King st, Portman sg Mar 5 Marsden & Co, Henrietta st, Cave: 
dish sq 

MERRETT?, JESSIE, Devonport Mar25 Gard, Devonport 

MILLIGAN, JOHN THOMPSON, Windsor Mari Lovegrove & Durant, Windsor 

MORRIS, ARTHUR LEWIS, Pembroke Dock Mar 10 Jones-Lloyd, Pembroke Dock 

mes Dora, Charlies st, Berkeley sq April 1 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's iuD 
flelds 

PAGET, ~ 7 JANE, Babington rd, Streatham April 1 Burton & Son, Streatham 
High rd 
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parx; JosepH, Edentown, Carlisle Mar 3 Thompson, Carl'sle 

PARKINSON, WILLIAM COULSON, Hillfield av, Hornsey Mar 15 Seagrove & Co, 

' Chancery In 

Prppvck, WILLIAM GILBERT. Canterbury Mar 5 Fielding, Canterbury 

puaet, Bee Zpowas, Laughton en le Morthen, Yorks Mar 5 Henry & Alfred Maxfield, 
e 


ROBERTS, ELLEN, Margate Mari Pritchard & Co, Little Trinity In 

ROBERTSON, ELLEN, Worcester Mar 31 Hinckley & Brown, Lichficld 

ROBINSON, ELIZATETH Revit, Batley, Yorks Feb 28 Brearley & Son, Batley 

RopINsON, JESSIE, Eastleigh, Hants Mar 15 Hepherd & Winstan!ey, Southampton 

Roptnson, MAR¥, Bardon"Mill Northumberland Mar 11 Blackburn & Main, Carlisle 

guiTH, Rev WILLIAM Hart, Launceston, Cornwall Mar17 Smith, High Holborn 

STEEL, MARION LEILA DONALDSON, Roehampton, Surrey Mar 3 Gedge & Co, 

Norfolk st 
SUMMERSGILL, LEONARD, Rusholme, Manchester Feb 28 Tee & Co, Manchester 
comer RoBERT Barr, Blackheath, Kent April 1 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn 
elds 

fotnurst, Jonn Grose, Peckenham, Kent, Lead, Oil and Colour Merchent Mar 26 

! Myatt, Crutched friars 

WALTON, THOMAS EDWARD, PRowdon, Chester Mar8 Atkinson & Co, Manchester 

‘WARD, GEORGE, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush Mar 25 Greenfield & Cracknall, Lan- 
caster pl, Strand 

‘WHRELER, MARGARET NELHAM, North Finchley Mar 7 Denton & Co, Gray's inn pl 

WHITE, ALFRED WILLIAM, Mutley, Plymouth April5 Gard, Devonport 

WiacIns, ANN, Bourton on the Hill, Glos Feb 21 Barkes, Moreton in Marsh 

WILDsMITH, HERBERT ALBERT, Old Lakenham, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Mar 15 
Keith & Co, Norwich 

Woop, WILLIAM JimEs, Alby, Lines, Watercress Grower Mat7 Peake & Co, Sleaford 

‘London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb 11. 

ALLEN. EDMUND, Bryantwood rd, Holloway Mar 10 Hubert & Co, Broad st bdgs, 
Liverpool st 

ArcH, JAMES, Sheffield, Coke Merchant Mar14 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

BILLINGS, JANE. Cheltenham Mar 3 Rickerby & Co, Cheltenham 

BILLSON, ANNE BATES, Systen, Leicester Mar 10 Stevenson & Son, Leicester, 

BRIDGLAND, CHARLES, Worthing Mar 24 Pearless & Co, East Grinstead 

CARTER, ALICE BONHAM, Porchester ter, Bayswater Mar 10 Thorold & Co, Regent st 

CARTER, WILLIAM IMESON, Masham, Yorks, Draper Mar 22 Edmundson & Gowland, 
Masham, RSO 

CORTLANDT, AUGUSTUS VAN, New York, Financier Mar 15 Murray & Co, Birchin In 

CULL, FRANCES EMMA, Eastbourne Mar10 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 

DALLYN, THOMAS, Parracombe, Devon Mar25 Prewer & Son, Barnstavle 

Davies, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester, Rock Asphalter Mar 22 Needham, Manchester 

Dosson, EDWARD, Hayton, Cumberland, Farmer Feb 26 Milburn & Son, Brampton 

DOLMAN, WILLIAM, Bristol Mar8 Perham & Sons, Bristol 

ELLYARD, WILLIAM HUNTER, Kingston unon Hull, Job Master Mar8 Morgan, Hull 

FARRELL, EMILY ELIZABETH, Boscombe, Hants Mar15 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 

FREELAND, SARAH ANNE MITCHELL, Tunbridge Wells Mar 25 Cripps & Co, Tun 

bridge Wells 
FURNESS, ALBERT, Morley, Yorks, Joiner April1 James, Leeds 
Gay, — TURNER, Romford, Essex, Market Gardener Mar 11 Peacock & Goddard, 
uth sq 

GEORGE, ELIZABETH ANN, Southwood av, Highgate -Mar 15 Hicklin & Co, Trinity sq, 
Southwark 

GOODWIN, ERNEST Jox¥L, Buxton, Advertising Agent Mar19 Batty & Co, Manchester 

GRANDAM, MARy, South Shields Mar12 Brown & Holliday, North Shields 

GULLY. Col WILLIAM, Cariton mans, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale Feb 2t Frere & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

HADLEY, EMMA, Lancaster rd, Notting Hill Marl Leggatt & Leggatt, Great James st 

HAMER, Rev THOMAS EDWIN, Darlaston, Staffs Mar7 Slater & Co, Darlaston 

HAMMERSLEY, WILLIAM MoRRAY, Broad Green, nr Liverpool Mar 11 Jones & Co, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

HARGREAVES, MARY ELLEN, Liverpool Feb 24 Smith & Son, Liverpool 

HATTERSLEY, ELEANOR, Sheffield Marll Watson & Co, Sheffield 

HOWARD, SAMUEL, Cheadle, Chester, Mar 1 Pullan, Leeds 

JACKSON, ROBERT, Grimsby, Confectioner Mar15 Mason, Great Grimsby 

JOHNSON WILLIAM, Cleltenham Mar 31 Ticehursts & Co, Cheltenham 

as “pene ALEXANDER, Ventnor, Isleof Wight Mar 3) Boxall & Boxall, 22, Chancery 


wanes, - eee High Ongar, Essex, Licensed Victualler Mar 12 Gray, Chelms- 

ore 

seat; FREDERICK ABRAHAM, Newburgh rd, Acton Maril5 Hughes, 108, Edgware 
r 


LEsSEY, LovISA GERTRUDE, St Leonards on Sea, Mar1l Cox & Lafone, Tower Royal, 
Cannon st 

Lister, ISAAC SOLLY, Upper Heath, Hampstead Mar 10 Hunter & Haynes, New sq 

Love, CYRIL MAURICE, Reading, Grocer Marli Serjeant & Gosling. Reading 

METCALFE, Maj-Gen CHARLES THEOPHILUS EVELYN, Bournemouth Mar 15 Tyrell & 
Co, Albany Court yd, Piccadilly 

MILLER, WILLIAM, Swan walk, Chelsea Mar 31 Crook, Linco'n’s inn fields 

PRAED, MACK WORTH BULKLEY, Strand March 31 Nicholl & Co, Howard st, Strand 

Prick, GEORGE, Gotherington, Glos, Carpenter Mar 21 Earengey & Pruen, Cheltenham 

RATNER, NEWCOMEN, Bishop's Stortford, Herts Mar15 Gee & Sons, Bishop's Stort- 


Rick, SARAH, Leicester Mar 10 Stephenson & Son, Leicester 

RoBERts, JOHN THOMAS, Chester Feb 21 Evans, Chester 

RYLANDS, ELIZABETH ANNE, Banshee House, nr Newport, Salop Mar 81 Little & 
Heane, New port 

~oe THOMAS WALTER, Bournemouth, Newsagent Feb 28 Salt, Bournemouth 

a JOHN, Copnor, Portsmouth Mar3 Sherwin, Portsmouth 

TEVENS, EDWARD, Bishop's rd, Paddington, Licensed Victualler April 14 Pilley & 
Mitchell, Bedford row 

THOMAS, JoHN WRIGHT, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Photographer Mar 7 Porter & Co, 
Colwyn Bay 

TuMeO, Ana. Sutton, Surrey Mar 10 Miller & Co, St Stephen's chmbrs, Tele- 

8 

WALAis, Hueu, Alfriston, Sussex Mar 15 Blaker & Son, Lewes 

— EuMa MAfIA, Coventry Mar 25 Seymour, Coventry 

Wen: VERNON DAviD, Lowestoft Mar 15 Behrend & Co, Surrey st 
AN, LyDia ELEANOR, Windsor ct, Moscow rd, Bayswater Feb 25 Moncrieff & 
Co, West George st, Glasgow 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora oy Reaisteans 1x ATTENDANCE OF” 


Appzat Covat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
TA. No, I, Joron. Swinerew Eavy 


Mr Church Mr Borrer Mr Leach Mr Farmer 
Farmer Leach Goldschmidt Synge 
Synge Goldschmidt Church Bloxam 
Jolly Farmer Greswell Goldsshmidt 
Bloxam Churoh Jolly Leach 
Greswell Synge Borrer Church 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Wakrgixeoror. NEVILLE. Parxgs. Eve. 

Mr Goldschmidt Mr Synge Mr Jolly Mr Greswell 
Bloxam Borrer Greswell Uhuroe. 
Farmer Jolly Borrer Leach 
Church Bloxam Syage Borrer 
Greswell Goldschmidt Farmer Syage 
Leach Farmer Bloxan Jolly 


Circuits of the Judges. 


NotTicr.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be 
tiken on the first working day; in other cases the note appendel to 
the name of the Circuit own indicates the day before which Civil 
Business will not be taken. In the case of Cireuit Towns to which 
two Judges g> there will be no alteration in the old practice. 

The following Judges will remain in Town: THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE OF 
ENGLAND, DARLING, J., BUCKNILL, J., and Lusu, J., during the 
whole of the Circuits ; the other Judges till their respective Commission 


Date. Emereexcy 


Mr, Justice 


N. Eastern. 


NosTHErn 
Horr dge, J. (2)! 
)Bailbache, J 


| 
| 


8. Wares, 


Avory, J. 
"ERAEURRUMIEIE | conhavertiocscssssine 1... cs 
Brecon 
Presteign 


Chester2 ... 
Card ff 3 


A. F. 


N. Waves. 
Lawrence, J. 


| 
| 


ad Pee 
Mold 


(1) 


Lord Coleridge, 
J. (2) 


WESTERN, 
Bray, J. 


wv 


| Devizes 


. |Taunton 


' 


.. [Dorchester | 


v- [Northampton | ........ccssseceessees 
Nottingham 


, J. (2) 


MipLanpb, 
Baakes, J. (1) 
Aylesbury 


| 

| 
wee | Warwick 
Birmingham 2 ... 


oo , “9 


_ 5 ee 


1 
22 


ipnmossecgervrennnee Inasescczemencevsoeoee 


Channell, J. (1); Scrutton 





.. [Shrewsbury 


gdon 
Fri., Jan, 17|Oxford | 


Wed, Feb. & ........... 


8. Eastern, 

R'dley, J. (2) 

Pickford, J. (1) 'Phillimore, J.(2) 
Reading 


Maidstone" |§ 
17; Thurs., Feb. 20}.......... 


24 Guildford 


4| Lewes 


25| Thurs., Feb. 27 


y 
| ene 


Tuesday 


12! Thure., Feb, 13}.. 


13}... 
15 


ll\Hertford 


3 
6) co.cessseseees 


25/Norwich 


27) 


15|\Cambrid, 
16 7 
7 

18}. 

20| Ipsw'ch 


” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
” 
’ 
” 
” 
TY» 
” 
” 
, 
” 
” 
” 


Wednesday ,, 
Thursday 
a 
y 


Fri 
Sati 


y 
y, Feb. 1\Chelmsford ~~ 


ay, Jan. 11! Huntin, 


WINTER 
ASSI ZES, 1913. 
Commission Days. 

Monday 
Tueeday 
Wednesda: 
Thureday 
Saturda 
Saturda 
Monda: 


Sat 


' 


Saturd: 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Aptarp, Rosset, Leamington, Coal Merchant Warwick 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

Bankes, Taomas, Tarvin, Chester, General Dealer Chester 
Pet Jan 4 Ord Feb 5 

Besca, Witttam Aaravea, Fenton, Stoke on Trent, Coal 
Merchant Stoke upon Trent Pet Oct 24 Ord Feb3 

Branam, R W, & Co, Red Lion at, Clerkenwell, Hardware 
Dealers High Court Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 4 

Baipes, Atrazp Caartes, Watford, Baker st 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Feb 4 

Busu, Heway Apo.rs, Blackheath, 
High Court Pet Nov20 Ord Jan 14 

Buses, H A,,Blackheath Greenwich Pet 
Feb 4 

CHAMBERs, 
Cuameens, Cheltenham 

Cox, Percy, Bristol, Boot Dealer 
Ord Feb 4 

Cutry, Eowasp, Cookham, Be:ks 
Ord Feb 4 

Dawaon, Eortu, Whitefield, Lancs, Ladies Outfitter Bolton 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb3 

Dawaoyw, Epira, Kingston upon Hull, Fancy Draper 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb4 

Daives, Jouw Waiout, Burnley, Organ Builder Burnley 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 

Exes, Jonx, and Jous Davin Emurs, Wealdstone, Middle 
sex, Builders St Albans Pet Dec7 Ord Jan 4 

Gases, W: wasamy Lytham, Lancs Preston Pet Feb 5 
Or 

handnan. a Conisboro,'Joiner Sheffield Pet Feb 
4 Ord Feb 4 

Hana, Jonw W, Aberdare, Jeweller Aberdare Pet Jan 
25 Ord Feb 5 

Hanaison, Josern, Ord 
Fe 

Jounxson, Ancuipato Lovick, Birmingham, Tobacco Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Jan i6 Ord Feb 5 

Joxzs, Hues Jous, Talysarn, Carvarvon, 
Bangor Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Jonns, Maco Evizapeta Annis, and Dora Mary May 
Jonszs, Handsworth, ~y tee Hosiers Birming- 
ham Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Jones, Taomas, Dowlais, Glam, Draper Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feo 5 

Kexsepy, Groror, Eprom, Surrey, Trainer of Horses 
Croydon Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

Kise, Cuantes Hewry, Lincoln’s __ fields, 
Clerk High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Jan 14 

Lavensa, Hexseat Fietcnee, New King's rd, Fulham, 
Director of Veronese Ltd High Court PetJan 10 
Ord Feb5 

Leumoy, Wittiam Hewry, Hunstanton, Norfolk, 
Dealer King’s Lynn Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 

Lurrox, Witttam Gasenwoop, Burnley, Fish Dealer 
Burnley Pet Febi1 Ord Feb 1 

Manrsnatt, H, Isleworth, Middiceex High Court Pet Oct 
5 Ord Feb5 

Mipotsy, Aataus Wacrer, Bramley, nr Leeds, 
Manufacturer Leeds Pet June 2 O dJuly 19 

Mittos, M W, Balcombe st, Dorset sq High Court 
Jan3 Ord Feb 5 

Moon, WILLIAM HeEvyry, 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

PARKS, ARTHUR RayYMoND, Brighton 
22 Ord Feb 3 

PaSk, ALFRED Harry, Lowestoft, Tailor 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

RICHARDSON, NEIL sTEWART, She roeliffe, 
bury Pet Jan 3 Ord Feb 1 

SAUNDERS, WILLIAM Henry, 
mission Agent Kingston, 
Veb ¢ 

St JOHN, FERDINAND J, Litt'e Stanhope st, Mayfair 
Court Pet Nov 27 Ord Feb 4 

SYKES, WILLIAM HENRY, Gorten, 
Collector Manchester Pet Feb 3% 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Sessay, nr Thirax, 
Northalierton PetJ n 21 Ord Feb4 

THOMAS, WILLIAM RICHARD CoBpDEN, Cheddar, Somerset, 
Market Gardener Wells Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

WAILEs, Ropeat, Tow Law, Durham, Geutleman 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb4 


Albans 


Dee 20 Ord | 
Euizapetu CaTurrive 
Pet Feb4 
Bristol 


Ord Feb 4 
Pet Feb 


Windsor Pet Feb 4 


Lincoln Lincoln Pet Feb 1 


Quarryman 


Solicitor’s 


Corn 


BE »0t 
Pet 


Swansea, Labourer Swansea 


Brighton Pet Aug 


Kent Canter- 
Teddington, 


Surrey Pet Jan 21 Ord 


High 
Manchester, 


Ord Feb 3 
Yorks, 


| Wurre, WILLIAM, Folkestone, Temperance Hotel Pro- 


| 
| 
Company Promoter 


and Maar Lovwisa | 


prietor Canterbury Pet Jan15 Ord Feb 


| WoopLey, THomMAS, Connaught rd, Hyde Park, Saddler 


High Court Pet Feb5 Oar Feb5 
YATES, FREDERICK Joun, Westbury on Severn, Glos, 
Saddier Gloucester Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BANKS, HERBERT, Upton on Severn, Worcester, Black- | 
smith Feb 15 at 3.30 County Court bidgs, Chelten- 
ham 

BENNY, WILLIAM, St Austell, Cornwall, Coal ~- eee 
Feb 15 at 10 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Trur 

BLOMLEY, EomuND, Rochdale, Coal Merchant Feb 18 at 
11.30° Town Hall, Rochdale 

BRAHAM R W & Co, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Hardware 
Dealers Feb 18 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BRASH, JOHN, Lancaster, Painter and Decorator Feb 17 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Brooks, WILLIAM HENRY, Gloucester, Grocer Feb 15 at 

2 Of Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 


| Corre, EMILIO, Cardiff, Cycle and Motor Repairer Feb 


| St 


Great Yarmouth 


17 at 3 117, >t Mary st, Cardiff 

DARLOW, FREDERICK, and EDWIN West, Rushden, North- 
ampton, Bout Manufacturers Feb 18 at1l Off Ree, 
The Parade, Northampton 

DAWSON, EDITH, Whitefields. Lancs, Ladies’ Outfitter 
Feb 15 at 11 Off Rec, 19 Exch ng- st, B iton 


» 


| 
| 
| 
| 
; 
} 


| HILLMAN, 


| 


Figet, J H, Kingston upon Hull, Commercial Traveller | 


Feb 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 

HEWITT, MARGARET, Handforth, Cheshire Feb 17 at 12.15 
Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

JEFFERY, BENJAMIN BARBER, Decpene, Yorks, Journey- 
man Joiner Feb 19 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, 
Sheffield 

JELLEY, THOMAS, Sheffield. Fitter Feb 19 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

KENNEDY, GEORGE, Epsom, Surrey, Trainer of Horses 
Feb 17 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

LAUGHER, HERBERT FLETCHER, New King’s rd. Fu'ham 
Director of Veronese, Ltd Febi7 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Lupton, WILLIE GREENWOOD, Burnley, Fish Dealer Feb 
17 at (2 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

MARSHALL, H, Isleworth, Midd!x Feb 17 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, C rev st 

MIDGLEY, ARTHUR WALTER, Braley, nr Leeds, Boot 

= Manufacturer Feb 18 at 3 The Law Institute, 
Albion pl, Leeds 

MiLtToN, M W, Balcombe st. Dorset #q Feb 17 atl 
Rankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

PARKS, ARTHUR RAYMOND, Brighton Feb 17at 12 Off 
Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

PHILLIPS, JAMES, Pontypridd. Solicitor Feb 17 at3 Off 
Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine st, Ponty- 
pridd 

Prick, JOHY 
Dealer Feb 17 at 12 

SAUNDERS, WILLIAM HENRY, 
mission A:ent Feb 17 at 2.3) 
miuster Bridge rd 

SmitTH, Joun, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs, Grocer and 
Painter, Feb 17 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, 
Preston 

SPENCK, WILLIAM NAYLOR, Manchester, Commission 

Agent Febi17 at3 ‘ff Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

JOuN, FERDINAND J, Little Stanhope st, Mayfair 

Feb 19 at 12 Bankruptcy bigs, Carey st 

THORN, JESSE, Biggleswade, Beds, Market Gardener 
Feb 19 at 12 Off Rev, The Parade, Northampton 

WATKIN, ELIAS, Barry, Glam, Farmer Feb 17 at 12 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


COLLEDGE. Rugby, Domestic Machine 
Off Rec,8 High st, Coventry 

Teddington, Tu'f Com- 
132, York rd, West 


| WoopLky, THOMAS, Connaught st, Hyde Park, faddler 


Turf Com- | 


Debt 


Farmer | 
| CHAMBERS, 


Durham | C HARLEY, 


Feb 19at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ADLARD, ROBERT, Leamington, Coal Merc! vant Warwick 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

sISHOP, WILLIAM BATTLESCOMBE. Finsbury pymt House, 
Hich Court Pet June 4 Ord Jan 28 

BRAHAM, ROBERT WALTER, Red Lion st. Clerkenwell, 
we Dealer High Court Pet Jan 14 Ord 
feb 5 

ELIZABETH CATHERINE, and MARIA LOUISA 

Cuamsuns, Chettenhom Cheltenham PetFeb4 Ord 

FRANK, Hilldrop cres, 

High Court Pet Decl! Ord Feb4 


Holloway, Journalist 


CLARK, WILLIAM THOMAS. | yonshall, Lay ay Hereford, 
Grocer Leominster Pet Jan18 Ord Feb 4 

— ARTHUR, Curzonst High Court Pet Nov7 Org 

b 4 


Cox, = pe Bristol, Boot Dealer Bristol Pet Feb4 Org 


Dawson, EDITH, ie wy) cw Hull Kingston upon 
Hull Pet Jau%3 Ord F 
—~) + Whitefield, ite Bolton Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 
RIVER, pH Wrieut, Burnley, Organ Bui'der Burnley 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 
EET, J H, King-ton upon Hull, Commercial Traveller 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 11 Ord Feb 
— Saas Lytham, Lancs Preston Pet Feb5 Ord 
Fe 
HARDGRAVE, JiMEs, Conisbro’, nr Doncaster, Joiner aud 
Grocer ‘Sheffield Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 
HARRISON, JOSEPH, Lincoln put te Gardenar 
Lincon Pet Feb 1 Ord Febt 
HASTINGS, FREDERICK, Fakenham, Norfvlk, Butcher 
Norwich Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb3 
—— EDA Fanny, Exeter Exeter Pet Jan 9 On 
eb3 
Davis, Middlesex st, Mantle Manufac\urer 
High Court Pet Nov 23 Feb 4 
Joyge+, HoeH Joun, Talysarn, Carnarvon, Quarryman 
Bangor Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 
Jones, Maup ELIZABETH ANNIE and DoRA Mary Mar 
JONES, Handsworth, Birmingham, Hosiers Birming 
ham Pet Feb 4 Feb 4 
Jongs, THOMAS, Dowlais, Glam, Draper Merthyr jTjdfi 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
LEMMON, WILLIAM HENRY, Hunstanton, Norfolk, Corn 
Dealer King’sLynn Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 
Lupton, WILLIE pe Burnley, Fish Dealer 
Burnley Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 
MIDELFORT, GusTAV, Park vlinge a Regent's Park 
H'gh Court’ Pet Novi4 Ord Feb 
MILN&R-PUGH, G ORGE HENRY, a Solicitor 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 13 Ord Feb 4 
Moon, WILLIAM Henry, Swansea, Labourer 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 
PaRKS, ARTHUR RAYMOND, Brighton Brighton Pet Aug 
22 Ord Feb 4 
PASK, ALFRED HARRY, Lowestoft, Tailor Great Yarmouth 
Pet teb 4 Ord Feb 4 
PHILLIPS, JAMES, Pontypridd, Solicitor Pontypridd Pet 
Jan 15 eb 4 
STOCKTON, JOSEPH escun, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Oct 
24 Ord Feb 3 
SYKESs, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester, Rent Collector 
Manchester Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 
THOMAS, WILLIAM RICHARD COBDEN, Cheddar, Somerset, 
Market Gardener Wells Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb ¢ 
WATKIN, ELras, Tredogan Farm, nr Barry, Farmer Car- 
diff Pet Jan 4 Ord Feb 4 
Woop.er, THOMAS, Connaught st, _ Park sq, Saddler 
High vourt Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 
WRIGHT, JOHN SIDNBY, Wellington "4, St John's Wood, 
House Avent High Court Pet Aug 24 Ord Feb 3 
YATES, FREDERICK JOHN, Westbury = Ti Glos, 
Saddler Gloucester Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 


Amended Notice sub tituted for that cailiiees in the 
London Gazette of Dec. 3 : 


STEINER, HANS JOHN, Water In, General Merchant High 
Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 28 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASHLIS, JoHN WILLIAM, Kingston u‘on Hull, General 
Dealer Kingeton upon Hull Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 
BARRETT, FRANK, Penn, nr ee | ns 
Porter Wolverhampton Pet Feb7 Ord ¥F 
BARTLETT, GEORGE, Luton, Beds, Builder al Pet 
Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 
BECK, LEONARD WILLIAM JOHN, Moor, nr Pershore, Wor- 
Beer Retailer Worcester Pet Feb 5 Ord 


Swansea 


BLicH, HENRY, Canterbury, Coach Builder Canterbury 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

BROWN, HAROLD EDWIN, pana, Architect Preston 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 

CHURCHER, Lot HUBERT, "astleigh. Southampton, House 
Furnisher Southampt:n Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

CuRTIS, WILLIAM, Kidderminster Licensed Victualler 
Kidierminster PotJ n16 Ord Febé6é 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


ah 


MoOooRGatTsm 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED In i880. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICDNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent of 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 


application. 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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WEW ZEALAND GOVERNMENT 


£4 per cent. INSCRIBED STOCK, 


1943—1963. 


Interest payab'e Half-yearly at the Bank of England, on 
the Ist February a.d ist August. 


ISSUE OF £3,000,000. 


Principal repayable at par on the 1st February, 1963, the 

Government of New Zeaiand having the op.iou to 

re.eem tae Stock at par on or after the 1st February, 1943, 
on giving three calendar months’ notice. 





Authorized to be raised under the Acts passed by the 
NEW ZEALAND Parliament, intituled The Aud to 
Public works and Land Settlement Acts, 1902 & 1912, The 
New Zealand State-guaranteed Advances Act, 1904, and 
Admendment Acts, 1910-1911, the Coat Mines Act, 108 
(with Sg ye Act, 1912), the Land for Settlements 
Act, 1908, The Immigration and Public Works Loan Act, 
1870, and the New Zealand Loans Act, 1908. 





First Dividend, being a full Six Months’ Interest, 
payabe ist August, 19:3. 





PRICE OF ISSUE £98 PER CENT. 


The Government of New Zealand undertake to observe 
forthuith the conditions prescribed under the Colonial stock 
Act, 1900, ae notified in the ** London Gazette” of the 27th 

, 1901, on order that Trustees may invest in this 
Stock under the powers of the Trustee Act, 1893, unless 
sapresaly porbidden in the instrument creating the J'rust. 

Under the New Zealand Public Debt Extinction Act, 
1910, it is provided that a Sinking und shall be created in 
reapect of this and any future , and of the whole of 
the then existing New Zealand Public Loans that had not 
already got a Sinking Fund, 

THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY oF THE BANK OF 
ENGLAND give notice that, on behalf of the Agents 
appointed for raising and managing Loans under the avo,e 
Acts (The Hon. ‘'HOMAS MACKENZIE and CHaRLtsS WRaY 
PALLISER, Esq. ), they are authorized to receive ap, lications 
for £3,000,00@ NEW ZEALAND GOVERNMENT £4 per Cent. 
INSCRIBED STOCK, 1943-1963. 


If not previously redeemed the Stock will be paid off 
at par ou the Ist February 1963, but the Guvernment 
Teserve to themselves the right to redeem the stock at 
any,time on or after the Ist Feuruary, 1945, on giviug 
three calendar munths’ nutice by public advertisement in 
the London Gazette anu the Times. 

Of the proceeds of this issue the sum of £655,100 will 
be utilizea for the reuemption of Deventures previou:ly 
issued, and the balance for the construction of Railways, 
Roads, anu other Public Works, aiso tor Advances 
required to be made to Settlers, Workers, and Locai 
Authorities, for the purchase of Land for Settlemen:s, 
and for development of the state Coal Mins. Nearly 
the whole of the proceeds of the issue wil be required 
for remunerative purposes, and a jarge portion wil: be 
profit earning. 

By tue Act 40 & 41 Vict. ch. 59, the Revenues of the 
Dominion of New Zealand aloue wil be liab.e in respec. 
of this Steck and the Dividends tnereon, and we 
Consolidated Fund of the Un.ted Kingdum aud the 
Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury will not ve 
directly or indirectly liabie or responsible for the payment 
of the Stock or of tne Dividends thereon, ur for any 
matter relating thereto. 

The Book, of the Stock will be kept at the Bank of 

d, where all assignments and transfers wiil be made, 
dtock may be converted into Stock C.rtiticates (as soon 
ay byl ery, = boomy Certificates re-con- 
verted a i will of the hoi 
a at — uer, OD Payment 

All Transfers and Stock Certificates will b 
Stamp Duty. ees 

Interest wikl be payable half - yearly, on the Ist 
February and ist August. Dividend War: 
wammitted by —_ a Warrants will be 


Applications, which must be accompanied 
we aeposit of a5 cent., will be reccivea at 
7 Chief Cashier‘ Office, Bank of England. 

case of partial allotment the balance of the amount 

as deposit wili be applied towards the payment uf the 
instaiment. Suould there be a surplus after making 
that payment, such surplus will be reiunued by cheque. 

Applications may be forthe whole or an rt of the 
present issue of Stock in multiples of £1v0. Ne allotment 
will = made of a jess amount than £100 Stock, 

e dates at which the further ments 

— c,d as follows :— — _ 

y, 28tn February, 1913, £10 per cent; 

Un Wednesday, Ytn April, ; 1913, £15 per cent ; 

~ Friuay, Sen, 1913, £15 per cent ; 

ch Juue lvi3, £25 per cent ; 

bat Ot Wednesday, oth July, - 1913, #28 per ceut : 
ma instalments may be paid in suli on or after the 
a February, 1913, under a discount at the rate of 
per cent. annum. In case of default in tue 
bm of auy imstalment at iis proper date, the deposit 
ments previously paid wil be liab.e to turfe:vure. 





Scrip Certificates to Bearer witn Coupon attached for 


dividend payable ist August, 1913, will be issued 
the ;provisiona: receipts. These ip 

tes to Bearer can be inscribed (in other ok 
verted into Stock) as soon as they have been 


in 





Application forms may be obtained at the Chief 
Cashier $ Officé, Bank of England; or at atiy of the Branches 
of the Bank of England; of Messrs, Muilene, Marshall & 
Co., 13, George Street, London, E.C. ; at the Bank of New 
Zealand (the Bankers of the Government of New Zealand), 
1, Queen Victoria Street, London, E.C. ; of Messrs. J. & A, 
Scrimgeour, Hatton Court, Threadneedle street, London. 
K.C. ; or at the Office of the High Commisioner for New 
Zea and, 13, Victoria Street, London, 8.W. 


The List of Applications will be closed on, 
or before, Tuesday, the 18th February, 1913. 
BANK OF ENGLAND, Pe 
LONLON, 
18th February, 1913. 


Norr.—A Memorandum, giving in ormation as to the | 
disposal of the proceeds of the Loan and the Fiuancial | 
posit.on of the Dominion, has been prepared by the High | 


Commissioner, and may be h:d on appiicatiun. 





DUNNELL, EDwaRD, Hingham, Norfolk, Steam Carter | 


Norwich Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 


OHN, Kettering, Northampton, Carter | . . 
FELOR, ALFRED J : a B, P - | GLADSTONE, NORMAN, seetham, nr Milnthorpe, West mor- 


Pet | 


Feb 8 


Northampton Pet Feb8 Ord 
Bigh Court 


ForD, ALLAN DOUGLAS, Hanover sq 
Jan 9 Ord Feb7 

GILDEROY, ROBERT, Middlesbrough, Tailor Middles- 
brough Pet Feo 8 Ord Feb8 

HAYWARD, GEORGE, Southsea, Hants, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Feb5 Oid Feb5 

JACKSON, ALFRED, Bestwood, Notts, Farmer Nottingham 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 

JENNINGS, GEORGE ALFRED, Lillie rd, Fulham High 
Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Feb7 

LARGE, ALBERT JAMES, Kegworth, 
Derby Pet Feb6 O:d Feb6 

MARSH, WILLIAM, Shrewsbury, Salop, Painter 
bury Pet Feb8 Ord Febs8 

MOORE, STUART ALLAN, Exeter, Photographic 
Exeter Pet Febs Ord Feb5 


Leicester, Tailor 
Shrews- 


Artist 


Mount, LAMBTON LE BRETON, Jauderdale mans, Maida | 


vale, Inventor High Court PetJan21 Ord Feb5 

NORTHCOTE, CHARLES SPENCER, Stantuorpe rd, Streatham, 
Electrical Engineer Wandsworth Pet Nov 8 
Dec 10 


O’DELL, ERNEST WILLIAM, Leiston, Suffolk, Fruiterer | 


Ipswich Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 

PaNEs, GEORGE, Torquay, Devun, Poulterer 
Feb5 Ord Fev 5 

PEARSE, RICHARD, Brom:grove, Worcester, Licensed Vic 
tualler Worcester Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

PLANT, ERNEST ARTHUR, Derby, Wheelwright 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

RICHARDS, FREDERICK WILLIAM, West Bridgford, Notts, 
Corn Merchant Nottingham Pet Jan 24 


Exeter Pei 


Derby 


Teacher Rochester Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 


| 
SMITH, FRANCIS JOSsPH DANIEL, Hereford, Kefreshment 
| Moork, STUART ALLAN, Exeter, Photographic Artist Feb 19 


Room Proprietor Herefurd Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


STELFOX, SAMUEL, Alburgh, Norfolk, Farmer Ipswich | 


Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


SymMES, WILLIAM 1HOMAS, Bristol, Dental Practitioner | 


Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

TAPPLY, ALFRED LANSDELL, Maidstone, Auctioneer's 
Assistant Maidstone Pet Feb6 Ord Fi b6é 

TOOKE, BERNARD, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet Feb 7 Ord 
Feb7 


Bristol 





Beck, LEONARD WILLIAM JOHN, Moor, nr Pershore, Bee 
Retailer Feb 19 at 11 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st 
Worcester 

BLIGH, HENRY, Canterbury, Coach Builder Feb 19 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 68, Castile st, Canterbury 

BusH, HENRY ADOLPH, Blackheath, Kent, Company Pro- 
moter Feb 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

CHURCHER, LoT HUBERT, Eastleigh, Southampton, House 
Furnisher Feb 19 at 11 Off Rec, Miuland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Cox, Percy, Bristol, Boot Dealer 
Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Feb 19 at 11.30 Off 


CROSLAND, GETHER, JOHN CROSLAND, WILLIAM CROS- 


LAND, and ERNEST CROSLAND, Sheffield, Nurserymen 
Feb 19 abl Uff Rec, Figtree In, Shettield 

DAwsoN, EDITH, Kingston upon Hull Feb 19 at 11.30 
«if Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Huil 

DRIVER, JOHN WRIGHT, buroley, Organ Builder Feb 19 at 
11 Off Kec, 13, Winckley s¢, Preston 

ForD, ALLAN DOUGLAS, Hanover sq Feb 2iat11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


land Feb1lati1.30 Off Kec, 16, Cornwallis st, Bar- 
row in Furness 

GREEN, WILLIAM, Lytham, Lancs, Traveller Feb 21 at 
lu Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

HARDGRAVE, JAMES, Conisborough, nr Doncaster, Joiner 
Feb 19 at 12.30 Off Kec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


| HARRIS, JOHN W, Aberdare, Jeweller F.b 21 at 11.15 


Off Rec, St, Cathe: ine chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pouty- 
pridd 
HARRISON, JOSEPH, Lincoln, Journeyman Gardener Feb 
19 at 12 Off Kec, 10, Bank st, Lincola 
HAYWARD, GEORGE, Southsea, Hants, Grocer Feb 20 at 3 
utf Kec, Cambridge junc, High st, Porcsmouth 


| JENNINGS, GEORGE ALFRED, Liliie rd, Fulham Feb 20 at 


1 sankrup.cy bldgs, Larey st 

JOHNSON, ARCHIBALD LOVICK, Birmingham, Tobacconist 
Feb 19 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 1¥1, Corporation st 
Birminybam 


| JONES, HuGH JOHN, Talysarn, Carnarvon, Quarryman 


Ord | 


Ord Feb 7 | 
ROWLAND, FREDERICK, : rith, Kent, Elementary School } 


Feb 20 at 12.15 Crypt chmbrs, Chcster 
JONES, MAUD ELIZABETH ANNIK and DORA MARY May 
Jon&8, Handsworth, Bbiranngham,, Hos ers Feb19 at 
11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Jongs, THOMAS, Dowiais, Glam, Draper Feb 2u at 12.15 
Otf Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 
KING. CHARLES HENRY, Lincoln's Ino fields, Solicitor's 
Clerk, Feb 20 at 11 Bankruptcy blugs, Carey st 


| LARGE, ALBERT JAMES, Sandiacre, Derby, Jailor Feb 20 


atll Off Kec, 4, Castile pl, Park st, Nottingham 
MARSH, WILLIAM Shrewsbury, Salop, Painter Feb 22 at 
12.30 Otf Rec, zz, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
MCDONALD, MARJORIE, Hudderstie.d, Dressmaker Feb 19 
at 2.45 Law Socicty, Imperial arcaae, New st, 
Hudderafield 


at ll Of Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 
Moon, WILLIAM H&NRY, Swansea, Labvurer Feb 19 at 
1: Off Rec, Government bidys, St Mary's st, Swansea 
MouNT, LAMBTON LE BRETON, Lauderdale mans, Maiua 
Vale, Inveutor Feb 20 at 12 Bankrupécy bDidgs, 
Carey at 


NORTHCOTE, CHARLES SPENCER, Stanthorpe rd, Streat- 


TOTTERDELL, FRED, “_w~y Eating Hous; Proprietor | 


Taunton Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 


VINCENT, JAMES, Southend on Sea, Draper's Assistant | 


Chelmstord Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
VINTEN ARTHUR THOMAS HEvky, Ashford, Tailor 
terbury Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 
WHYHAM, MAURICE WILLIAM, Southsea, 
mouth tet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 
WORSIENCROFT, ALFRED WILLIAM, Southport 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 
Amenced Notice substituted for that pub ished in the 
London Gazette of Jan 31; 
Hewitt, MARGARET, Handforth, Cheshire 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 29 
RECEIVING URDER RESCINDED. 


Can- 


Hants Ports- 


Stock port 


ham, Electrical Engiveer Feb 19 at 11.30 132, York 
rd, Westminster Briuge rd 

PANES, GEORGE, Torquay, Poulterer 
Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 

ROBERTS, DAVID Mogkis, Tremadoc, Carnarvon, Builder 
Feb 20 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 


Feb 20 at 12 Off 


| ROSENTHAL, MICHAEL, High st, Stoke Newington, Lace 


Liverpool | 


Dealer Feb 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st 
Nottingham 
ROWE, WILLIAM ERNEST, Taunton, Florist Feb 19 at 


3.15 3, Hammett st, Taunton 


ROWLAND, FREDERICK, Erith, Kent, Elementary School 


| STELFOX, SAMUEL, Alburgh, Norfolk, Farmer 


BRIANT, HERBERT RALPH, Southeea, Hants, Solicitor | 


Rec O:d Nov 27,1912 Res cFeb 6, 1913 


Portsmouth 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ADLARD, RoBERT, Leamington, Coal Merchant Feb 19 at | 


12 Off Rec, 8, nigh st, Coventry 


BARRETT, FRANK, Penn, pr Wolverhampton, Railway | 
| WAILES, Rossrt, Tow Law, Durham 


Porter Feb 20 at 12 Off Kec, 30, Lichfield st, Wul 
vei hampton 


| TAPPLY, 


\ 


115, High st, Ro. hester 
Feb 20 at 


Teacher ‘Feb 24 at 3.15 
2.15 86, Princes st, Ipswich 

SYKES, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester, Rent Collector 
Feb 19at3 Off, Rec, Byrom st, Manchesler 

ALFRED LANSDELL, Maidstone, Auctioneer’s 
Assistant Feb 24at11 9%, King st, Maidstone 

THOMAS, WILLIAM RICHARD COBDEN, Cheddar, Somerset, 
Market Gardener Feb 19 at 11.45 Olf Rec, 20, Bald- 
win'st, Bristol 

Feb 25 at 10 The 

Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 





203rd Year of the Office. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World 


SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrics: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., &.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and , PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 


WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Cipeod trom Paley dated L70R 


SICKNESS and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 
PLATE GLASS, 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manage;, 
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ADJU DICATIONS. 
BULLOCK, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Aberystwyth, Motor Garage 
Proprietor Aberystwyth Pet Jan2 Ord Feb6 
Cuunoner, Lot Hupert, Eastleigh, Southampton, House 
Furnisher Southampton Pet feb 7 Feb 7 
CULFF, EDWARD, Cookham, Berks Windsor Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 7 

CURRAN, Ropert, Warrington, 
Pet Aug3 Ord Feb 7 

DAVIES, CHARLES GLADSTONE, 
Builder Neath Pet Jan 14 Ord Febé 

DUNNELL, EDWARD, Hingham, Norfolk, Steam 
Norwich Pet Feb8 word Feb8 

FELCH, ALFRED JOHN, Kettering, 
Pet Feb 8 Ord Febs 

GILDEROY, RopERT, Middlesbrough. Tailor 
Pet Feb 8 Ord Febs8 

Harris, Joun W, Aberdare, 
25 Ord Febé 

HAYWARD, GEORGE, Southsea, Hants, Grocer 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Fel) 5 

HEWITT, MARGARET, Handforth, 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Febs 

HOLT-WHITE, WILLIAM EDWARD 
grove, Denmark Hill, Journalist 
Nov 15 Ord Febé 

JACKSON, ALFRED, Bestwood, Notts, Farmer 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

JOHNSON, ARCHIBALD LovIcK, 
Jovacconist Birmingham 

KNIGHT Bruce, Horace JAMES KONALD, Cranford, 
Middix Windsor Pet Dee 7 Ord Feb7 

LARGE, ALBERT JAMES. Kegworth, Leicester, Tailor 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb6 

MARSH, WILLIAM, Shrewsbury, 
Feb8 Ord Feb8 

MOORE, STUART ALLAN, Exeter, Photographic Artist Exe 

ster Pet Feb5 Ord Febi 

NEWSON, HENRY RICHARD, Mount Pleasant rd, Tottenham 
Solicitor Edmonton Pet Dec5 Ord Feb 8 

NORTHCOTE, CHARLES SPENCER, Stanthorpe rd, Streatham, 
Electrical Engineer Wandsworth Pet Nov 8 Ord 
Feb7 

O'DELL, ERNEST WILLIAM, Leiston, 
Ipswich Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 

PANES, GeornGs, Torquay, Poulterer 
Ord Feb 5 

Pearse, RICHARD, Bromagrove, Licensed Victualler 
cester Pet FebS Ord Feb 8 

PLANT, ERNEST ARTHUR, Derby, Wheelwright 
FebS Ord Febs 

ROWE, WILLIAM ERNEST, Taunton, Florist 
Jan 22 Ord Feb 8 

ROWLAND, FREDERICK, Erith, 
Teacher Rochester Pet Feb6 

SAUNDERS, WILLIAM HENRY, 
mission Agent Kingston, 
Feb 6 

Simpson, JOUN CORNELIUS, 
moter HighCourt Pet Nov 20 Ord Feb 6 

SMITH FRANCIS JOSEPH WANTEL, Hereford 
Proprietor Hereford Pet Feb7 

STELFOX, SAMUKL, Alburgh, Norfolk, 
Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 7 

SYMES, WILLIAM THOMAS, Bristol, 
Bristol Pet Feb & Ord Febs 

TAPPLY, ALFRED LANSDELL, Maidstone, Auctioneer's 
Assistant Maidstone Pet Febé Ord Febé6 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, tessay, nr Thirsk, Yorks 
Northallerton PetJan2l Ord Feb6 

TOOK®. Bernard, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet Feb 7 Ord 
Feb7 

TOT: ERDELL, FRED, Taunton, Eating 
Taunton Pet Febs8 Ord Febs 

VINCENT, JAMES, Great Yarmouth, 
Chelmaford Pet FebS Ord Feb5 

VINTEN, ARTHUR THOMAS HENRY, 
Canterbury Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

WAILEs, Ropert, Tow Law, Durham 
18 Ord Febé 

WARD, ARTHUR, Horseferry rd, 
Brighton Pet Dec13 Urd Feb6é 

WHITE, WILLIAM, Folkestone, Temperance Hotel 
prietor Canterbury PetJan15 Ord Feb1 

WHYHAM, MAUbICE WILLIAM, Southsea, Hants Ports 
mouth Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

WORSTENCROFT, ALFRED WILLIAM, 
Liverpool Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND 
ORDER KESCINDED. 
GIBBS, REGINALD AUBREY, Wednesbury, Staffs 
Rec O:d Nov 29, 1001 Adjud Dee 16, 1901 
Rese Feb 56, 1913 


FFICE OF H. M. WOODS, &c. 


FORTHCOMING EXAMINATION, 
Second Class Clerkahip (19-23), 3rd April. 
Candidates must have served for three years in a 
Solicitor's cflice. 


The date rpecified is the latest at which applications 
can be received. They must be made on forms to be 


obtained, with particulars, frum the Secretary, Civil 
Per Year offered for - + 
£3 condition, bound. Please address— 
57, CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


Bervice Com missi.p, Burlington Gardens, London, W. 
THE LAW REPORTS 

THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 

*," Valuations for Partnerships, ete., upon Moderate Terms, 


Architect Warrington 


Yetradgyniais, Brecon, 
Carter 
Carter Northampton 
Middlesbrough 
Jeweller Aberdare Pet Jan 
Portsmouth 
Cheshi:e Stockport 


BRADDEN, 
High 


Champion 
Court Pet 


Nottingham 
Kéghason, Birmingham, 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Febé 

Dei by 


Painter Shrewsbury Pet 


Suffolk, Fruiterer 


Exeter Pet Feb 5 
Wor- 
Derby Pet 
Taunton 


School 


Kent, Elementary 
Ord Fob 6 

Teddington, Turf 
Surrey Pet Jan 21 


Com- 


Waterloo pl, Company Pro. 


Ord Feb 7 


Farmer Ipswich 


Farmer 


House Proprietor 
Draper's Assistant 
Ashford, Tallor 
Durham Pet Jan 
Westminster, Carter 
Pro 


Southport, Lancs 


RECEIVING 


Walsall 
Annul & 








WANT E dD :— 
for 1909, 1910, IDI, 1912, in good 
Dealers in all Descriptions of LAW Boods, 


| 
Pet 


Ord | 


Dining Roun | 


| KERR & 
Dental Practitioner | 


SQUISARee REVERSIONARY 
NTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, sateen PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
| ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
| perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalizea. 
Cc. onayaen} Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, / Secretaries. 


ESTABLISHED 182 
Empowered by Special Acts of aes 
Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. bree yd for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £764,825. 


30 Coleman St., London, E.C. 


LIVERPOOL MORTGAGE 
INSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
6, CASTLE STREET, LIVERPOOL. 


Subscribed Capital - £250,000 


| Mortgages, Bonds, Debentures, Deposit Receipts, Loans ou 
| Reversions and other Securities Insured. Guarantee Fidelity. 
| Acts as Executors and Trustees either solely or joinily. 


REEVES & TURNER, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS, 


A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 
TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 

14 BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
(Removed from 3. Bream's Buil/inas.\ 


AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deeds Round Hand 
Deeds Abstracted 
Fall Copies os 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per sheet Draft, $4, ditto 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 38. 6d. per sin. 
LANHAM. 16. Furnival-atreet. Holborn. B.C, 


LONDON GAZETTE 

















per sheet. 
per 20 folios, 





(published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, LONDON. 


I ENRY GREEN Advertisement Agent 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experiance of upwards uf 
fifty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices. 
&c., and to solicit their continued support, — NB. 
Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Ureditors and 
Dissolutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 
Fue of “ London Gazette” kept for free reference, By 
appotntment. 


TO OWNERS oF PROPERTY, 
SoLiciToRs. — MANY BUSINESS 
TuwN KRestpENcEs, CouNTRY MANSIONS, 
FARM BvILpINGs, ETc., ARE DANGEROUSLY 
UNDER-INSURED. 'THE PRESENT INCREASED 
COST OF BUILDING IS OVERLOOKED AND THE 
NECESSARY REVISION OF POLICIES NEGLECTED. 

KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY 
PREPARE REPORTS FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
OWNERS IN ALL PARTS OF THE KINGDOM. 

OrFicEs—20, HANOVER SQUARE, W. 
Telephone: 602 Holboru. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 
LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
COR PORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





TRUSTEES AND 
PREMISES, 











Note :— 
A unique Booklet 
about 


LIBRARY 


AND , 


STUDY 
FURNITURE 


ASY wand 
Writing Chairs 
Roll-top Tables, 
Bookcases, Ad- 


justable Couches 
Will be sent free by 


MAPLE 


& CO LTD 
veneuaall COURT ROAD 
LONDON 











THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


FOR THE 
PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 
QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 
The largest Hospital of its kind. 
The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 


Those desiring to provide Annuities for 
relatives or triends are asked to send tor particulars 
of the —— CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 
F 


“THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 








a AN i NIN 
ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated). 
49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 


and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President; LHE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD, G.C.V.0; 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment, 
Help is earnestly appealed for to: 

carry on th the work. i 


A Donation of £10 10s. eatin Life Governorship. 
Seoretary-Superintendent, GEV. A. ARNAU DLN. 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE | 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. “i 
in Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. »! 
sOLD HVSRY WHER a 
BRAND & CO., Lid., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.Wy. 














